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Preface
,

. ..

Thiscreport is based on a study conducted by the Consortium of Professional' :
Associations for the Study of Special Teacher Improvement Programs (CQNPASSI for the
U.S. Office of Education.

The Consortium was formed itt May, 1966, by-the Ameiican Historical Association,
the Association of American Geographers, the Department of Audiovisual .1r)struction
(NEA), theTiternational Reading /4sociati-on, ond the Modern Language Association of
America. Invitations were later extended-to,, and accepted by; the AmericOn Economic-
Association, the American Industrial Arts Association,.and.the American Political Science
Association. Four members at Iarge'provide liaison with the arts and humanities, psychological
tests and measurement, educational' psychology, and teachet edu'cation specialists.

The objectives of.CONiASS are to provide a coordinated-assessment of the
effectiveness and impacts of institutes and other specialpteacher-training programs; to
propose.means of improving such programs; and tprovide a medium for dialogue among
the professiOnal associationsnd leading scholar? of the several subject content disciplines

*and fields represented on its Board. In the past,. the Consortium has conduoted studies of
summer institutes in individual disciplines; itis presently,. sponsoring an extensive study of
the impact of summer institutes in.fourAisciplines upon participants in the institutes. .

. .

The 'presenrstudy of the Expe rienced Teacher Fellowship Program was contracted by
COMPASS to Clark Univeriity, to be conducted under the supervsion.of the Consortium
Board.. The research was initiated 1py Professors CrocJ<ett and Bentley, Professor Laird
participated in the analysis of the results ancrin the wr)ti)9 of the report. The resvich
staff spent four days rn a writing conference in July, 4967, with Drs. John Thompson, .

Saul Cohen, William EngbretsoA, Richard Lorigaker,4and Mr. John Cogan; qt this cooference,
theresults were studied in etail and the outline of the present report was formulated.
Preliminary dr4aftsOf the report.were examined by_themembers of the writing coriference.and
by the Executive Committee of the Consortium; the final version off' the report has benefitted
extensively from their comments. r-

. .
This edition of' the report lias been prepared in October, 1967, for advance circula.tio

A later; bound edition,will be issued by the Consortium Office. ..
/ , .
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I. Introduction

.
.

r

The Experienced, Teacher Fellowship Programis a .unisue.and imaginative venture:
Lts ultimate objective, and that of two other, closely relatedprograms, is to improve
the quality of educptio'n in the nation's elementary and secondary schools. The three
programs pursue this objective in two ways: bxassistihg selected, potentiqlly influential
teachers to pursue full-time graduate education in specially planned courses of study;
and by foitering and strengtbeninTan increased concern fouthe training of teachers. The

Experienced Teacher Fellowship Program sponsors tpecial programs that provide financial
support for graduate studies to teachers with -field experience. A second program, the
Prospective Teacher Fellowship Program, supports similar kinds of programs for individuals
who have no teaching experience but who expect to:become elementary or secondary

school teachers: Thethireprogram, the InititutiOnal Assistance Grant Program, awards
financial grants to strengthen the graduate prograMs for teacher preparation in

k institutions that have already been awarded either an Experienced or'a Prospective Teacher
Fellowship Program: The present report summarizes a preliminary study of the Experienced
Teacher Fellowship program. .

A. The Development of the Experienced Teacher Fellowshil*Program.

The history of the ExTFP.belies the generalization that governmental programs
develop slowly. It was authorized under Title V, Part of the Higher Education Akt of
1965. Guidelines for the program were distributed in two letters, dated December 27, 1965,
and January 10, 1964. The deadline for mailing completed proposals was January AY,, a

panel of consultants read, evaluated, and rated the proposals in the period/ from January 24
to 26; and the announcement of awards wa made in,Fel;quary, barely two months after the
first guideline Was sent out. The first studtnts began their study in June, 1966.

Despite the speed with which the program was mounted, almost,1,000 prOposals
were submitted for the academic year 1966-67. Fifty of these proposals were funded,
enabling just over a thousand 9xperierfCed teachers, from all parts of the country and representing
diverse disciplines, to spend a year (in a few programs, two years) in full-time graduate study.

In its underlying assumptions, the conception of the EillP was broad and inclusive.
In the guidelines, no limits were suggested as to the range oleublect matter that would
be supported; no premium was placed on either innovation or traditionalism in educational
procedures, and there was no attempt to specify in detail the structure that the graduate
programs should adopt. There was, however, the assumption'thc;It graduate education is
most effective when the courses a student takqs are related to one another in a meaningful

fashion. The guidelines for F.?(TFP proposals incorporated this assumption by setting three
restrictiqns on authors of proposals:

First, evidence was required of more than perfunctory cooperation between subject-
,

Matter and teacher-education specialists. All proposals were required to demonstrate that
a suitakIle faculty could be arranged for, composed of members of "teacher education" and

A
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"non-teacher education"departmcents Further, both the'chairmantr dea for t substantive .

aspecf*Of the pmgr.:ITT, and.the chairman or dean for teacher education were requiredred to sign- -....-/,

the'propo,sal before r!. was submitted.
.

4.

Secon , instituti.pns were required t'o adopt an en bloc prOcedure by tiesigning

.

a program fo the entire group of fifteen to thirty fellows/rathir fhcrn leaving, tVindividual '*,
felloys "fo t e mercy of the catalogue's cafeteria-likeofferirigs, so often unsuited to the.
needs of experienced personnel." The en bloc mode of organizatiOn was also to provide ,),,

greater visibility of the program on fh,e campus as welras increased opportunity cpi fellows
to profit from interaction with their peers'and from,-formal instruction .by their profe\sors.

,.
.

:. ..
Third, the guidelines encouraged cooperation between the insitution.of.high r ,

edrEcation and the local school,district oc system. This warfasteredAn part bit the req
ment that fellows be selected jointly by their home educational system and by the colte e
or university concerned. .Schooliadmitlistrators were required to recommend applicants, \
and applicants were expected to return to the school systems froin which they came. -In "`:
addition, in order to confront the realities of teaching in schools, cooperation was encouraged
between colleges and local school systems, tcoprtfvide a meaningful practicum experience':

,
for the participants. l. '

The fiftys programs tha were funded were held in fortyl.seven different colleges and
universities. Programs were nducted in 17different disciplines, ranging from general fields
of education (elementary education, teaching the disadvrAtaged, and counseling and g:uidance)

. 'through the traditional liberal arts disciplines, and ietEluding specialised areas such as
health education, the school library, find educatior;at'l media. The fellows were drawn from

r every part of the country, and from schools which/ served every economic., level; their educational
assignments ranged from preschool to 1-P)gh school.

a

B. Evalu'ation of the Experience.d Teacher Fellowship Program

1. Three Projected Evaluation Studies

1

Just as the ExTFP was planned andinstituted with considerable sped, so, also, Were the
procedures for studying the program's effectiveness. Barely three months Ilapsed between
the.formation of a research teamand completion of data collectoD for the present report.
During that time, a pldn has taken form which foresees a serielof three related, investigations
of the effectiveness of the ExTFP: a questionnaire study of responses to the first year's
program; during the second year, 'afield investigation of the pperation'of the ExTFP in three
different institutions; and, in the third year, another study of the entire set of institutions
then involved in t6 ExTFP. Each successive investigation will build on the resultsobtained
by.those preceding. I

The first of these studies, based on questionnaires and visits by teams toselected
programs, will be described at length below. The tntensive pilot study of three individual
programs will be carried out duringthe academic/year 1967-68; it will involve repeated
interviews with participants and faculty in each institution and the periodic administration

-2-
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of questionnaires and other tests., The exte sive body of information that will be obtained
will, Orrnit.on acquaintance in depth.with th- operation of these tkittrkt institutions, moking
it to identify factors that appear to o. count for the effects the programs have upon
the fellows, the faculty, and the institution. n important aspect of this second study will
be interviews with the fellows after therhave'r urned to theirhome schools in 1968-69.-
Te thicl investigation, line initroted during th- academic 'yEark19,68-69,wilh be on
extensive study ofsali the Experienced Teacher Fel Owship Programs then in operation,
using self - report measures, interviews; and abservat'ons, al I'developed out of earlier
research experience's.

2. The Procedures Used in the Present Invest; a ion
-........" . . 4

. The present report rests upon two kinds of data: re onses to questionribires
that were administered to the individuals whO were'actuall involved in theeprogram,and
report y teoms of evoluotors who visited 31 of the 50 progr s. .

, .. ,

Fou questionnaires were constructed for administration o those involved?1 n the i
programs. Each .questionnaire borrowed hea-vil from those used 'n eorlier studies Of ... ..

summer institutes. One questionnaire, contciining some 60 differ rtt4tems, was.administred
tothee fellows' at the institutions key attended,-under conditions ich assured dnagymity.
Completed questionnaires were obtained from 940 of the

.

1., ,004 fell ws, representing 49 of 1
.,

.the 50 institutions .1 ..., I

The director of each insti.tutionwas asked tosupply the names the full-time .

and parf-time staff tf his program. A cop/ of, a second questionrere, asout equal in,'
length to the student questionnaire was Wien Toiled to every full-tkme faculty member
and to five randomly-selecte&port-.1i e facu-Ity members anecich campus. Completed -
questionnaires were obtained from 18 f, culty members, in 47 differrt inst totions.

A third qbestionnaire, sent tb the.$1;rector at each institutit, was isle float to
the faculty questionnaire except that it ebniained on additional set of ten items concerning
the odministrotioji of thesprogrom. Of the 50 directors, 45 returned theoe quest' nnairls
in time for.onalysis in the present report. ',

The fourth questtnnoire, intended to assess the impact of, the program upon the
existing teacher-education prooedures at the institutions, was sent to the director Of teacher
education on edth campus. Response to this questionnaire was 5pottyk facthis reason, theses
replies w41 not be discussed in detail in this report.

-21QUestionnaires were norrreceiyed from the program in Social 'Studies at thuniversity
of Minnesota.

f

-
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.The eVblua,tioh teams, visited 31 of the arprograms, normally consisted of

'' three persons:: a, specialist in.the subject matter of4IIne institute, a specialist in teacher
educatiqi, and a teacher experienced in thereleN4ant subject matter..I. Some 03 members ,

of these evaluation teams net in early April with the.reiearch team, members of COMPASS, and
'representatives from the Office of ,-Educotion fora discussion of the eAiluation rating scale
'tincl Of the procedure that was to be followed ih the evaluation visit. .They then spent two
days on the campuses to which, they wdre assigned; meeting with faculty, students, and
administrators, visiting classes,, and reviewing the general operation of the programs.
Subsequently, each tearh member individually completed a Visitors Evaluation Form, -

containing 24 different lief& . For each. item, ihe evaluator rated the progfam on d 7- point
scale, `and then was asked to provide a written analysis of that asp te of the program's
operation in ex lunation of his rating. In addition to the individua -reports, the Team

'meThbei-s submitted a combined evaluation on each item of the evaluaticin.form;.ihis last
report represented the 'consensus afall the"team members. .

, ',...

I

1'

4,

1

,

A

. . s Ai

1Becauie of cliffidiulties in scheduling members of evaluation teamethree institutions.
were visped by tearns of only two members; at two institutions, the team contained four
members. 1

4
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r II. .An Overview of the lOsults

I

In the following-chapters a-,c littaired report will be made of the results oft thi4 "study:
The' ptrrpose af :the present chaptiir ig tp. point out the highlights of these results. , ,

.For the masrpart, fel164/s what.took port in the Program were relativelyYoung
teachers, but experi;enced,cmeS4,. Th,eirebility andanoti'vcrtion, apparently; vas extremely

.high; according to ir#5tO5,,s4Ad. fa cytty Inerr,thers, the fellows:were:at -least equal.,.
if not superiar-,--illqua.litycincNicitiieotion to Ore regular gradate students arthe institutions,
Concerned, The eduCationell attainments and experience of faculty mernberssudgests.that

'the average teacher in,' the Program, also, ,was more than adequatelx.qualified Thus, 'the:
great majority of tIle fifty programs possessed.,the;wspriincipal qualifications for an effective
academic program: an able; highly motivated jtudent body ancra capable, cOncernecl faculty.

.

The extent to whichytheProgram'spotential effectiveness wasareallied and the
' general correlates of-effectiveness may conveniently be summarized by six broad generalizations;

for the specific restilts on #hich.these generalizations,are based, the reader should consult'
r . W A

,the body of the report
_ '

, ..;, 1. The reaction to fhe Pr
and eva ludtion 'teams was overwhel*i

f
.

by program directors, faculty. .members; fellowsla '-
favorable.

4

As a genestklaule, tiie,pxtent of a sources enthusiasm about the ErOgrarn varied
with ttat source's-degree of professional investment in it: directors' responses were ustially ,moI re

I "faJr le than those by faculty members, faculty members were more favorable than fellows,
and f lows more favorable-than evaluators.: But-this general rule held 'within a context
of over -alt faVOrableness toward the program. Specific evidence of thelkidespread'
approyal that.was gwerated may be found throughout the, results. The extent of this
approval may be illustrated by the,-fact that 82% of the fellows reported that their ;owe

, .

pr2gram was either usUaily stimulating,and interestingor stimulating and interesting throughout:
Responses by faculty members and procjram directors to the identrcal item were evert more
favorable. Similarly, the majority

-/of

.res ondents in each of the four roles'-- directors,
'.faculty members, fellows, add evasi-uai 3 -- reported that the grogram had clearly-met the

educational, needs of thelel lows , Even the fe,w evaluatitzn teams which werelharply critical -

ofanindividua I program took care 'to co int favorably' an the over -all concept of the ExTFP.
3 .4

,here was, of course, .a considerable variation among
that wereirtceived: tome prOgramewere gi'ven extremely high
relatively low evaluations.' It ,must be stressed again, however,

4 wasplace aroundan average value that was vevy favorable, indeed
.,/ . ,

.. .r. s.

-5"
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. I

titu,tions in the evaluations
-fings, a few received
that this.variatibn took

J ,
c
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'2. Aerewas a high degree of solidarity c d morale amo fellowsin the average
ptogYam; the level of solidarity and morale correlated pas, t'vely with judgments of effectiven ss.

-

. .. .
illk.

the
,

. Again th re wbs considerable variation. r-n tne ;ever morale old solidarity. thcit -

characterize e'different:institutions; nevertheles,,the average program received high
ratings on morale and olidarity from directors; faculty membeis, fellows, and evalucitors -alike.
Beyond this,,-there Were csiatent positive Correlations betwseen estimates of ioljdarity and

''' morale and judgments of the effectiveness of individual programs; programs wtlere morale,,morale
and solidarlty were-high also received high ratings on effectiveness arid particfpantsatisfaction;
when morale and 'solidarity were low, so were ratingnsf satisfaction' cm& effectiveness .

4 . . .

.* 3. The amount of work assigned was heav and inversel related to effe iveness-'.
4 and satisfliction. . .

.
. . ' ,

...
- Of the 31 evaluation teams, none said the'fellows' work 16a le r

...21 said'ir was in some degree' too heavy;,of F40 fellows, only 6 scii e loa t
and 440 sold it was "too heavy to allow completion of assignments and inikpen ri wor
Qf:particular interesh,,was the inverserelationshiP between fellows' and evaluators'
judgments on this questioriand(the various measures of satisTactiOn and-effectiveness:
institutions where the amount CX work required ::as judged to be inordinatelrhigh were
consistently ranked as relatively .irjeffective , It should be noted that this relcationship,,held
for the absolute amount of Work that was required, not for the amount of compefiteness that was,
fosteited between fellows'. In the average program, fellows reported,a fairly large amount
'of Campetition withone anothe'r;,hOwever, these latter ratings did not relate consistently
either, to judgments of the aver-all, work load,or to ratings of'effectiveness and 'satisfaction.

G.

4 .41espondents in,different rates-disagreed as to whe
extensive backgrounds,of fellows; judgments 6y fellows and ev

-correlated positively with measures of effectiveness.

r
lua

the pro grams built on the
'tors on this question ,

.
,Almo

Th
all of the program directors and' a, large majority of the faculty eported

that e curriculum at their institution utilized and libilt-upon the experience 7f the fellows;
most of the evaluation, teams indicated the reverse; answers by the fe I layg, to-this, question were
intermediate, but more siitri tar tathe faculty's than tote evaluators'. Despite their,
diSagreement in the level of which they felt the fellows' experience was utilized, evaluation
teams and fellows agreed in-they r nkings of institutions on their achievement of this goal..
Furthermore, those programs which, according to fel lowsand evaluators, managed somehow
to build upon the fellows' experien received more favorable ratings on program effectiveness
than those which did not. sie

- ,

-.N.., /4' '
-.

,- ir
.

, '5. itesOnderits in different roles disagreed as to the extent of Cooperation among
progrOms and the amount of innovation in the programs; departmental cooperation, but
not itinoVdtiOn was 9orrelated with program effectivenesi. 4, -

For,the
4
os

g

. ... .

.,

,
1 I i r e c t o q and' f a a r I t y members Involved in the Program reported that

. t . - .

. (.- . .

-67
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...

. . _ . ,,

cooperatiarvarnong different departments was good, that the program had conSiderabl,,,
. effects on teacher-education procedures, and that it contributed to, the plans for 'development

. . - ofthe de'partrnent and institution concerned. Evaluationiteams did not malr such favorable
.--

. judgmentsS Although' in some institutions eyaluators said,that the Program hod affected
interdepartmental cooperation, teacher trarning, or deWtment-ak development; in as many

. - other insidtutions evaluators. felt that it had little effect on -such' policies. It see ikeli:
. - . . , 4

of tom#
7

that the evaluators' jamigments were somewhetcloser to ',reality than those ot trig' ectors,4-
. . and fac ty-,:'--th within the few months of the Prograin's Operation it had effected w, if any,

, . ,
...0 1 Is, s bstantial-chqnges in The structore of most of the host institutions., It is 4, th

nof,ing, however, that there' was a positive correlation between' judgments of prog lri
. . .sp effect4ness on the on hated and, on the other, 'reports -by evaluators-and by fellows of

.,

,;.

, effective: interdepartmental"-cooperatien
..,

.

, .

P4

As with judgments of effects upon host nstitutions, progra 1 directors and faculty ,

members were rhuch more likely than evaluato to report that their rograms contained
iniaginativelinnovetions. Again it is likely that the evaluators' j ments were more
objective than those by the-other two groups, and that as nianx' programs introduced few
educational innovations as introduced many.' It is noteworth that evaluator estimates of

-- the extent of innovations was uncorrelated with judgments of programeffectiveness.
. . s. ..,

. .
. .

1 As adeqUate a summaryos any o f the effects of the Program Upon the host institution.
can be 'given by quoting from an interim report' on this project, written in May, 1967:

..:

,,44.

- , .../ The Programs appear to have been least effective in ovcrcomir
the traditional patterns of organization i%oolleges and universities.
Thus, -the most common complaints [by evaluation teams dealt with
the sirni.larity of these programs to traditional undergraduate and
gradtuateeducation, the imposition of a common body of required
courses upon altgartitipants, the Ja1lure to adjust the curriculum to

el the needs of irtdividuol students, the abseACe` of true collaboration
between different departments of the same institution, or the unconcern
of the staff for the response to thePrograrn of the feiJows as a group]
All of these complaints are commonly voiced throughout higher ecrucation,.._ ,

, in America; they are'not unique to thrExperiericed 'Teachers Feillowship "t
Program. It is significant that a consicierbble number of institutions

,1
. were adjudged to provide for their fellows'an unusual and rewarding
.' educational experience, some by folloviing traditional educational

'''--,

.
Pr-

,
7. patterns other by breaking with tradition and establishing novel and

' 1,4;
. oily, .0" exciting educational procedures. lit.

. -. .

6. The program director has an extremely important role in determining the
eifectiveness of individual programs.

,

A partial enumeration orthe functions that a program'clireFtor performsoields a Irst
of impressive length. He should be directly in olved in deciding upon the course content acid
the mode of organization of the prograM, he m st,rnake sure that the formal courses and

1

-7-
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64 1

the stpplemental actIvities are coordinated, must arrange for the presence of whatever
.t.lucatiokill material's' are Quired, must encourage informal exchanges among 011ows and
between fellowictridlstaff, rnust"try to mediate in disputes that may develop among
.
participants,,must ascertain the fellows' and ithefaculty's views and criticisms of the-program
,and its effectiveness, must decide ,whether chonges,in procedures or content are required, and,

. when the decision is affirmative, must determine, what changes to,ma'ke in the program
and how to make them. Ln a program whose success relies in good part upon the.
establishment of high esprit cke corps among participants and upon the group's performance
en bloc, .the fulfillment of these funalt2s can be 'critjcally important. There are doubtlesi
some ograms which-run smoothly from beginning to enclk_ne.;er requiring the medicating
influence of a skillful-administrator. In the typical institution, however, at some time
during the year crises5rise, interests conflict, difficulties occur which require effective

adminiitratjye action. At such times it is essential that the program director possess the .

abilityee time; and especially, the institutional Rawer to respond efiectively to the demands
of the sit&akn. .

.

oit2
.

**.

I.
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We have already remarked t the ExTFP embraced a de ariety of
ofi

f rings.
Programs varied not knly in the type of ,rnstitutions tha ere involv* d, in the geographic ,..

region wh'ele the institutions were located; in the characteristics of fellows they enrolled,
,

and in the subject mar )hat they offered; beyon4.this., they4ilffer' d remarkably in the

ove for, competitiveness among fellows, otherought a non-000fragogical
strategy that they adcopttd:. s,Ornewer.innovativV, oth ri traditional; some

V titive_dtmaphere;
4

some established informal ationships bet4ken.fellows and faculty, others maintained
formal relationships. Theopr rains and 1.14;,individualsinvolved in them differed in these

general ways and in ailother waYs.fri'whrch peo'pie differ. Our purpose in till's section."
of the report is to summarize s v- ofihe characteristics of the fellows; the faculty, and
the programs. In succeeding'tectIons, we shall discuss reactions to these programs, and
shall look for variables that correlated.with, their effectiveness. It may,sometime appear
that the differences among programs are obscured in the course of this anarysis, that diversity
is reditcedto uniformity. If so, the reader should bear in.hiftl that we are seeking for

whatever underlying con`ancy, there may be beAoth theremarlakble surface diversity.
/ r

le
A. Characteristics, of the Participants

6.

1. Personal Char'acteristics-,it

It Il % . .

In certain. 8f
4 )
their personal characteristics the 6' roup of fellows,was ot entirely --

representative of teachers as a whole. Meh made up 51% of the groUp, no .oubta higher.

,proportion than c1/4btains dmong teachers in general. In additiOn, the group s relatively young,
with 79°/0,being younger than 40 alpd 28% younger than 30. Despite their 're tive youth, the
participants were not inexperienced in teadring. Ninety-tWopercent repOrt d three or
more years of experieece in eliCoAion; 59% had six or more years 'cif experie e; however,
only 24% had ten or more yeareof experience. The.participants' experience pannq all,
levels of.elementary and secondary education: 32% had been principally inv Ived.at the

..

high school revel, 2-1% at the junior high schpol level, 45% Qt the elementar>s level"; and
-2.6% in preschool or kindergdrteivteaching. 1

N.

'7 a

Apparently, the fellows'
k
Considerable experience and'training Rid not een primariltyf

of
, 1

e

in the subject matter areas or their respective programs, for si ty-one percent ad Worked as
"specialists" in their preas"for lesskAan 3 years, while only 28 0.repOrted told as many

as 30 semester hours f undergradtiato credit in their specialty - the presUrried quiN1ent
of an undergraduate mayor. Seve'nty percent had taken- ewer an 10 hours of ra54uate

credit in their special' area-, and a third reported no graduate courses at all in at area.
.

Two thirds had never'attendyd an NIA summer institute c:tr similar training p
. .

nd

only a tenth had attended More than -one such grogram. .

Olt
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It is noteworthy that only 3% of the participants had held administrative jobs
When they enterect.the program. Of those not in pdrianistrative positiont':,,55% said they
"probably or "definitely" would not go.into full -time educational administration, while
only 6% said-they ref finitely expected to do so, Upon completion of the 'program, these
fellows will doubtless be in a favored position on the promotional ladder of their home
.school'systems;.their apparent rel4tance to move into administrative positions bespeaks a
strong.commitment to classroom teaching. It will beimportant to examine, in future years,
the actual career patterns of these fellows.

2. Characteristics of Fellows' Home Communities and Schools

Fellows were distributed according to the size of the communities they came from
in numbers roughly to the distribution in the population as awhole. Thirty-
three percent were from, communities with less than' 2,500 residents, 40% from towns or
cities with populations between 2,500 and 100,000,116% from cities between 100,-000
and 500,000 population, and 19% from cities of ovel 500,000. Only 14% of the fel lows'..
identified their school system as being, in a suburb or satellite city,

At least some participants came from eactipart of the country. The Western and
,Midwestern stafes,were somewhat over-represented, with 24% and 33%, respectively,'

. ,of all participants; 23% of the fellows were from the North Ailantic'states, about -the
same proportion as in the population at large;the- Southeastern, South Centra4, and
Southwestern stdtes were somewhat under-represented, comprising only 19'/o of the total.

As to school enroliMent, there were fellows from schools wirh fewer than 200 students,
others from, schools-with Over 2,000, and still others in every categbry intermediate between

't,rese At-ernes'.
44,

Mostemmohly, 'fellows reported that their students came from families of middle
income. Families with. low but steady income were reported next most frequently, and either.
wealthy.families of those in poverty were reportedly o small minority of the dIientele of most-)
fellows' schools. Sixty-eight percent reported that the pupils in- their home schools were
"all or mdsty white; the remainder reported that their pupils were preclontly Spanish-
speaking, Indian, Negro, or a combination of two or more ethnic groups. Only about 15% ,of
the schoollage children in America are nonwhite; therefore, it appeats that the proportion
of teachers in the ExTFP who came from classrooms with substantial numbers of r3Onwitite,,,.

children was somewhat ,greater than in the natiorras a whole. Since five of the 50 progrCins
were for teachers Of the discrdvanta , such an outcome is not surprising.

3., Ability and Interests of Fellows

No information is available concerning the fellowsLperforma- rice on standardized .

tests of ability. 'However, thel7e were iVems on each of the questionnaires which requested

<
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.dorellows, faculty, and directors to estimate the fe
the fellows came off extremely well. Thus, 83%
ability was above average and 95% reported that
the subject matter.

!lows' ability. By all 'three sets of judgments,
of the fellows said'thOt the participants'
fellows seemed gendinely interested in'

The faculty.and directors were caked to compare the ability of the ExTF'P fellows
with that of their institution's regular graduate students., The results of theie comparisons.

, ,
are inmarized-in 'fable 1. It is clear'that the fellows were viewed very favorably by both
sources, with program directors being consistently more favorable than the faculty. Note that
moth thanha If the faculty, and directors reported that fellows were more iridustrious, more

serious, and had greqter initiative than their regular graduate students; nearly as much
prefere-nce was giverito fellows over grodudte students in their commitment to the discipline .

and their ability to communicate. The faculty thought that the two groups were about ,

equatin intellectual ability, 'while directors favored the fellows; sithilarly, the faculty
rated graduate students somewhat higher than 'fellows in. knowledge of the discipline, while
directors' - ratings were the reverse. Considering that graduate students constitute a very
select;grbup for comparison, thesethsults provide an extremely favorable picture of the
fellows' capacities. , /

"'

..

Table 1. Cornparlons of Fellows with TypiaaI Graduate Students-Nacle by Faculty and
irogcam Directors

Variab e
.

Source of
Rating -,

.
.

_
, . . Percent Who Rated Participants

-,..-

'Better Equal a Worse

Intellectual
obilitjr

Facult . .. 24 46
.

28

Directprs ,..--- 9 13

7.- .
. ,

Industriousness
. .

,

Faculty 60
,

33 2

Directors
.

65
.

. 31. 0

.Seriousness Faculty .
.

. 66 .

c
. 27

21

.

0
.

Directors.
.

-,
.

67

Commitment
to discipline

$

Faculty
.

46 34
$

14

--14-frectots 67' , . 20 9

KKnowledge,
of discipline

. Faculty 25
.

38
,

Directors

-7 '
34 38

Ability4
communicate

. -

'Facylty
-

- 40 . . 45 ' 13

Directors
.

43,
.'

44 1 9

Initiative'
.

I .

.. .

Faculty
.

-- 53 el. 40
27I, ;

'
.

4
4

.
Directors

.
64

1Since non-respondentsre not included in this table, the percentages in each row do
not t otal

I,100.
r -1118



".

It is of interest, as well, to examine what the fellows considered to be their greatest
problem,before enrolling in the ExTFP. They reported as follows:

.r

2.3%, Using effective teaching .methods_

.

20% Knowledge of The subject matter
jo;16%, .Motivating students, , ..

144v' beteimining-What is most importdot o teach
17,% 9 Handling students of° low ability
6% Knowledge of appropriate materials .

.3% Encovigging and stimulating gifted students, ''/

,

.

.,
%

One derives from thefedata_a picture of 'a young, enargetie, serio4.5, indu§trious
.

group,of teochers, 'with contiderable experience ands, strong commi1,tnient to their work,
1.he communities that the fellOws-weredrawn from sewn- to be approximately representative

and that schools with subgtOntial n miperssof nonWhi,ter,ludents:we'resomerhat aver-represented. -

t7illof the nation as a whole excepts p aps,that the South was s.omewliat under-represented

The fact that felloWs wee relati.yely..untrained,inihe.spedialLzed iubject:mcitter 'of their
programs, combined will'41r intellectual afriiitS/ artql their sitcerity'af,-Purpose; suggests'.
that they were especially li'keig to benefit...from thtir.,graduale work , ., . .

,
. ,., , , ,. ,-

. . . ., 1 ... . # . r -, , !
B. Characteriitios or the-FacUltj, -. .... 4- ' ..

. t , . . .'t -,,
I , * le . 0

.1
1

9

. "The educational and protessronal'bakkgrbvpd4faculty,Mernipers in ,the P ....

,

. .., , ,. ,- 1 , 1

1 ,.was impressivd.'S,,everttrthree percent: hid either the ,PKID ,, at tne 'cc\ u,:. alpree; . .

80% hall at the col lege,re+lel. fpr it ee oimorexears, 6O% or six-or More `,pars, cind ''.

25% for more than-J6tyears.,Inadditian7 37%.hcid faughtsfarat least a tar in eleinentiry
school and 51Yo ha"d a year or MOre:pflxreiiencepi the- sercondaylevel.. "lNs, mary,cf ,

the faculty wereacquainted at first tkinq wit'h-theedu,catiiipal s'ittirms from wk .chthe
-participants came and for,which'they 'were bei-ng'trOined '' , ., .

11

6 .
, 4 , . */ ; , 1. '

,t . .
' 4, ' ' '-,, 4 . ,.

Two sets' of questions bear owtheqoality ',Of;ipsttuction at the different inflitutibris,
. ' one set from. the'evaluoipn tekns,_-the,oftrei. from the'relloWs Wheri asked,to comment on

the qualifications of the teachitIngfstaff, 28 :oelke.312e,v,alliation.teams ivied them on the
"quqlified" side of ,the continuum, two p raceci"illieif.icitinqs,q't the..41t:Ipoint,anci only one
team rated the staff as slightly' ungpalified..1.1 - ,...' ,

. - - : .- ; . .

r :. # . - ' ,. .
The fellows' ratings of theAculty,are sImPlar tb those that wouldbegiyen by

college students in 'a course. that was soinewhqt'better tflanoveroge.. .Thus; over two
,thirds of the fellows rated- the-quality Of, lectUces asgdod or-excellent; 560 %o gave the same
evaluatiOn to seminarsand structurea'cliscbssionss.' The grecit maiority of fellows that, -
the-.1ectures'wbre seldom or'never over their- hedds' (a respOrise:which 'might, in fact, be ( .

either prisitive oi".negative), that the. instructors did'not talk dokn-to-them, ankt that the -

lectures deCIt with various diilardaches, to 'the subject.. However,' 41% believed thqf lectures' .

- ' ..".'1 .were sometimes or usually dominated ay 4etc;i1 or unrelated. facts,"arid q slight majori.ty
. ,

mit
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(51%) reported that-,the faculty had little b r no knowle'dge.of the practical problems of
school teacher's, It should be noted that this last opinion does not wholly square with the. ,
facultx.mernbers: reports of their own background in elementary and secandaty ,school
teaching . .- .., . . . , --

. . . . , , . ,
. . .. . ,

, .
In.surriZthe instructors at the various institutions seem to have been quife Well

qualified. Reactions of fellows.to the teaching were mixed,,although'on the positive
.,sloe. The response to lectores and 'seminars was quite positive; on the other hana,theie

was some feFl.ing -- based,.perbaps, on.the'abaderti.c nature of most programs'and an the.
fellows'concern about the material's applicability in the classroom .e.- that not enough
ottention was given to the "practical" problems of teachers.

C. Characteristics of the Programs 9 , 4
.- !

% ,A.

s The guidelines for proposals for the ExTFP emphalized,en bloc programming, _' '

coop, ration between educotion and subject-matterdeprttnents, and attention to the special
..,

char cter and experience of the partidipants; the requirements,aemonded of program planners
a typ of co-ordinatiorrthot may nth hove been in fect at many institutions! Althoughif .
the guidelinesspecifi.cal ly stated. that educations nnovcition' was not a requirement

. for proposals, in fact the proposals which were funded Were novel and extremely diverse.'
,

It is this diversity which is most characteristic- of 'the group of programs as a wbale. Of the
. 50 programs, the lorgest number whose titles were approximately similar is four, and there ..

. . seem to be 24 different kinds of programs in'diCated by the 'titles alone. Actually; except .
for the structurol uniformities called' fbr by the guidelines, there was little similarity between ,
any two programs. on more than a few dimensions. The dimensions along which programs

........46ried may conveniently be divided into two classes, -(1) organizational ond situotional y i,,,

charocteristics and (2) goals ond rationale . "
,,..

, . . :

Organizational and,situatipnal characteristics . The' vast majority (84%) of the
programs w re situated, geographically, in one of three areas, the Midwest (.38%),
West (25° or-Northeast (21%). The remaining 16% of the, programs Were scattered across
the Southeast, South Central, and Southwest regions.

.

The progroms ranged in size from 5 to 25 participants, with 2 the most common
number (34%), followed by 20 (28%)'and 15 (20%). Only two pr rams had a participant
group of5 or fewer. The guidelines specified there should be coopetation between education
and subject matter departments, but in every case ole department bore primary responsibility
as "home" for the program. The programs were appioximately.equolly divided in their.
locations, vyith 29vprograms based in education departments and 21 based in other departments.

A

'One reason for the novelty and diversity omong the 50 programs that were actually
funded may be that the advisory panels used innovation and diversity os criteria inneciding
w-hiCh proposals to recommend for approval or disapproval, even though the4 criteria
were not specifically, set forth in the guidelines.

4
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T(tat latitude was permitted to institutions in the actual functioning
.,

of the prOgrams;

, ; ';

Forinsiance, mapy awarded ariMA dm* at th`e- completion of fhep-ograrri,, others
. _.

prOvided thispossibility of on MA 'upon of some fuither work; 'and some awdei . .

no provision%for an advanced degree at all. Among those aWar,cling tin./.* degree, some
required a thesis, mostdid not. jitic choices of teaching techniques were related to the goals. ,2-

. .
of -t programs, but again there were great variations among programs with apparently
imil r goals: Some programs, particularly those whasepurpase seemed to be to upgrade .

rand ,edUcate teachers in existing areas such as History or Mathematics, provided a menu of
1conventional courses from Which participants selected, much as i -a conventionql MA prograM: i

Others, partidularly those programs which reportedly they were training for a "new" kind )
of function, such as meai-- ia consultant or teacher, of the disadvantaged, provided a real

. "bloc': of courses identical F each ptSrticiparit, and often very differept from any courses
iallihrelsewin tke instill; tion. Seminars, workshops and praCtica were in general more

., , ,.common in tne iat rogeoms than in conventional graduate sequences. .,
As tothe §oals-whiclitprograms pursued, their diversity,has already been mentioned

`itrogremsranged from fairly conventional, though certainly important, attempts b upgrade
the cAntent, `knowledge, and techniques of teachers of English, History, or Geography
to the creation of a "unique pe'rson in ihe educational setting" such as a centralized media
specialist or an educational systems .analysl. 'There were five programs to train teachert of
different disadvaafiged grouRs,.inclUding rural Alaskan Indians, Texas Mexican - Americans,
and Harlem Negrdel.

In 18 programs the principal emphasis was on secondary school teachers, in 17 the
emphasis was*at the primary level, and at least four covered

hasis

raining Of coordinating or advisory Personnel, sir-chi:is guidance

. .
counselors, media specialists and school librarians: .

I

I

1
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IV. A Profile of Reactions to the Program
, t

This, section of the report will consider reactions to the ProgrOm by fellows,
faculty, members, directors, and evaluators. It begins with the degree of satisfaction that
was expressed, _then proceeds to various judgments of the Program.'s effectiveness. A
.discussion then, follows of how and wheilher the various programs implemented the three
requirements regarding program structure that were spelled out in the guidelines: the
'importance of an en bloc approach, the necessity for subject-matter and teacher education
departments to wor17clly with each other, and the requirement that relationships be
established with the local school systems. Finally, we will discuss What might be called
the "strategy of operation" adopted by the differe,programs, including the extent to

,'which the programs mode use of'the extensive experience of the fellows, the amount of
competitiveness that was fostered among fellOws, their work load, the extent -of faculty
involvement in the program, and the amount of innovation in the curriculum.

A. Satisfaction and Effectiveness
I

It is not easy to differentiate between a persorts satisfaction with an educatiaual"
program and his judgments of -its effectiveness. Presumably, the two kinds of responses
should vary with one another -- indeed; we shall see in the next section that they co-.
vary to a remarkable extent; nevertheless, the distincon seems worthwhile, for satisfaction
with' a program refers to one's overall emotionar responte; a program is judged to be effective
or ineffective according to whether it achieves the goo** riespoptient expects of ,it.
Thus; a program-might.conceivatfly be effective without necessarily producing' high levels of
satisfaction omong the participants, and vice versa We cOnsi first, the extent" of
satisfaction with the ExTFP, then judgments of its effectiveness:

1. Satisfaction With the ProgtOm

Two questions which appear to,reflect satisfaction with the ExTFP were included
in substantially the some form in the questionnaires given to the fellows, to the faculty,
and to the directors. One of these deals directly with reactions to the Program: "'

Which of the following alternatives best describes your reaction to the
Experienced Teacher Fellowship .Program?

It was a stimulating and interesting experience throughout.
It was usually stimulating and interesting.
It was only occasionally stimulating and interesting.
It was seldom or never stimulating and I sting.

S

A comparisOn of the responses of the three groups is liven in/Table 2. Clearly,
'the reaction in every groupwas overwhelmingly favorable, with faCulty members somewhat

more favorable than fellows, and directors the most,fav able of all. It should be under-

k
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linecl that among even the least enthusiastic group, the fellows in the program, 82% reported
that the 'ExTFP wars either usualfy stimulating and interesting r stimulating and
interesting throughout.

\
Tabfe 2. Ratings,by F'aculty, directors, and Fellows of How Sfi u ating and Interesting

/Rey Found the Program

Source
Percent Say ng ExTFP Was Stimu ating and Interesting

Throughout Usually Occasional.1j1 Seldom. or Pleven,

Faculty

Ilitr
42 46

l
8 1 .

.4

Directors 60 oks, 38 - 2

. 4

0

Fellows
.

32 50 16
,

1

Ar

The second item that may be considered a measure of satisfaction asked faculty
mil fel lows for a comparison of the Program with a typical eight-week summer institute:
Faculty members and`directors who Iliad taught in such programs, but oot those who had not,
were asked to compare the ExTFP'with'NdA or 41SF academic year or summer institutes.
Since fellows had earlier reported whither they had ever attended such institutes, it was
possible to divide them into two groups: those with and those without prior institute'
experience: The four sets of,comparisons of the ExTFP with offer institutes are presented
in Table 3.

,

Again; it is evident thatjhe respo se to the ExTFP was overwhelmingly favorable.
On this item, the fellows were more likely the other two groups to view the ExTFP
as superior to other institutes, and those who had not taken part in such institutes were
somewhat more favorable than those who-had. Again, the directors showed somewhat

_greater approval of the ExTFP than did the faculty. Of greater importance than these
inter-group Comparisons, however", is the fact' that only a tiny fraction of fie respondents
in any group felt that other kinds of,institates were superior to the El/CP.

N

It must be emphasized Thaf these judgments are almost certainly expressions of
satisfaction with the ExTFFihstead of a true reflection of the relative effectiveness of that
Program and other institutes. Many factors were involved in theseitesponses: fellows in the
ExTFP ha committed p full year or, longer to that program; their stipends were larger than
those pai n the summer institutes and they extended over a full year instead of eight weeks;
many of the P fellows were receiving advanced de ees or credit toward such degrees.
In short, ExTFP fellow's and staff re ere comparing a pres t valued experience to a distant one;
their comparisons can hardly be considered unbiased judgm4nts of. effectiveness; as expressions
of satisfaction, however, the results are impressive.

4, -16-4 V
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11** Table 34 Comparisons,by Fa y, Directors, anci, FelloWs of ExTFP antlOther Institutes.
J

.

...

.

$ource

- Percepat of Group in Each Response Category__

Institute .,
SomeWhat
Better

Institute
Superior

ExT1P

Superior
ExTFP

Somewhat
Better ,

About the,
Same

Faculty with-Institute
Experience (N=57)

A .
28% ,

-4,_

21% .- 0 37%

0
9% 5%.,

.
Directors with Institute,.
Experience (N=21)

- .

.

52%
i

t

19% k
,

.

5%/ ,

.

.5%
.

*NI lows without-Institute
Experience (N4486)1 806/0 13%` 5% ,

gli
10/ .

. /°
1%

a

Fellows with Institute .

Experience4(N=p12)

.

65%
ip,

18%

s. 4

,gok

'

6%
?

.
S

,

2%

,

1A,number of respondents omitted this item; the totals on wh,lch the respopses
, _,.

, are based are those who actually responderl. .

2. Judgments of IllogranrEffectiveness'

Unfortunately,the questionnaire method does no ovide a fully satisfatstory means
of determining the effecOeness of an educational. pro ram, Stibjective 'ratings can
provide; at best, imperfect estimates of what-a stude &relearned from a set of material.
or of how wellhistnew knowledge will be applied when he returns to his earlier role.
Whether a student ha's profited a little or a great deal from a program shouldbe assessed
by comparing wbvt he knows at the program's end with What he knew at its beginning;
similarly, whether he will apply wha't he has learned can be determined adequately
only by observing his performance on his home grounds. Nevertheless, in the absence of
more reliable measures of program effectiveness, the subjective ratings that are .

.

obtained in questionnaires-are consicterably 'better than no estimates of effectiveness dt ala
Especially when the respondents are experienced judges of.the effectiveness of educational
programs -- and such is ceriainry the case in the present study-- one can expect their
replies to the questionnaire to relate positively., if imperfectly, to more,objective meajres
of program effectiveness. With the material at hand, wehave no choice but to use
questionnair ratings of effectiveness. We cannot estimate the degree to which these
ratings correspond to the "true" effectiveness of the different programs; nevertheless,
we can reasonably assume that there is considerable validity in these judgments.

-
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There was only She` question relating to effeCtiveness/which osked for",approximateljf
the same kind of lucigment frornlac'ulty, directors, fellows, and evaluators. The form the
question Nok varied considerably from one questionnaire to anotIer. In the faculty and.
lectorector questionnaires,)respondents were asked: "In your opinion, were the educational
needs of the' participants met by the program' ?' Feliows were first asked to-check,
from among seven different teaching problems, the one that had concerned them most,
before they enrolled in the ExTFP. In the next item they were asked: "TO What

extent did the pfrogrdm this ;ear meet thqt problem?" Finally, evaluation teams were
asked to rad. on a seven-point scale'," whether the program seemed to meet the needs
of the participants. 'Responses of the four groups to these item's ore presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Estimates by Faculty, Directors, FeLlows7,a,nd Evaluators of Nh'ether the
ExTFP Met Fellows' .Needs

Were the educational needs of participantiltet?
Definitely ProbabfF- I doubt it Not at all

Faculty 42%. 49% 4%

.

0,%

,

Directors 67% 31% -1 1% " 0

To what extent did the,program meet (your major teaching)
problem?
To a great,
degree I,

To o moderate
degree

To a slight
degree

Not at all

FelloWs 35% 39%
4

(
21% 6%

Did the program seem to.meet5hW.Teeds of-participants?
We fj, Neutral Polar ly

Evaluators
I
0 51% 32%

- .

16%

It is , evident thot the directors and foculty were both-confi4nt ;hot the fellows'
educational needs had Ipeen.met, with the directors, once more, somewhot more positive,:
than the faculty: The confidence of these two groups in the effectiveness of the Program

is further revealed by thelriesponses to two other questions. When asked whether ,
the ExTFP resulted-in th0 participants becoming better teachers; 72%. of the faculty replied
"yes" and.24°/0 were uncertain (presumably for lack of direct observotion of the fellows'

'teaching); the corresponding proportions for directors were 80%land 13°/c,. Similarly,
92% of the faculty and 100% of the directors reported, in another item, that the overall
programWas either valuable or very valuable for the participants.

.-18-
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It may be seen in Tabte 4 that---.74% of the fellows reported that the program
had'met their major problem to at least a moderate degree, While this is a Substanfial'

. I'majority, it also leaves one fellow in four feeling thatliis maior teaching problem was y
Met to only a slight degree(21%) or not at all (6%). This outcome should, not be taken
as evidence that one fourth of,the fellows thought the prOgfam Was ineffective. .

" -It seemsinore likely that the ExTFP was not specifically directed at the major teaching'
, problem of many of the fellows. For example, the major pablem of 28Wof the fellows
was either motivating studentt.or handling students of low ability; it is doiktful that maststudents
programs focused their instruction on`those topics,. A relateditem on the felljows' questionnaire
asked them howuseful the prodraM had been in pegparing them to nandleitheiown

titeaching situations. Seventy-nine percent reported that it had been either moderately .1

or epemely us-0.u'; 18%'said it ha been somewhat useful, and only-3% called the program.
not usefyl at all.

.

From Table 4. it appears that evaluators were somewhat less impressed with the
IP effectiveness of the programs than were the other three groups. Just aver half of the.

evaluation teams said the.institutions they visited hactmet participants' needs well4 while.
fiVe teams said.these needs:were less than 'adequately met.. 'These lckfive teams of
evaluators remarket on the similarity of the programs they visited to; gular undergraduate
and graduate training, and also on the lack of adequate practicum'exPerience; A much
more favorable view of the programs was expressed in evaluators' judgments.of whether
the fellows would be able to apply what they had learned when they returned to their
Schools. Twenty-three of the 31 teams reported in the affirmative, four placed their .

ratings at the midpoint, and only four teams said that the students they observed were
somewhat unlikely to be able to apply what they had learned. Several team remarked
that their judgments were less favorable than they might have been because they feared

. that traditionalist or mon4-conscious school systeMs might resist the introduction of
some of the material the fellows would bring,back wITh them from their year of training.-
A final indication of evaluators' views of-the effectiveness of the Program comes from an
analysis of the, general comments they wrote at the end of the evaluators form. These -

comments revealed a clear acceptance, by all evaluators, of the general value of the
ExTFP. Even those few evaluation teams which,expressed rather extreme criticism of
the institutions they visited felt that the fellows had'profitej.in some degree from their,
year of study; their criticisms frequently, stemmed from the convictignthaf substantially
more could, have been accomplished had, the program been conducted.differently.

In summary, it is clear thdt there was general satisfaction with the Program, and
widespcpad agreement that it was an effective educational venture. It should not be
surprising that the directors, faculty, end fellows expressed approval of the Pritram.
When one devotes a full year to a project, there develops considerable internal pressure'
to view that protect favorably., Despite this built-in bias, the-overwhelming favorableness'
of the opinions given by these three sources strongly stipports the Conclusion that the
ExTFP*Svas a satisfying experience for fellows and staff alike. The evaluation teams
had no personal involvement in the outcome of their evaluation.' They'were specifically
assianed a critical role, and they measured the programs against-high standards of success. j
Their generally positive evaluations provide further evidence of the program's effectiveness.
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B'. Structural Aspects of the Programs

- CRoubtless because of the lack of specificity in the guidelines, there was considerable ,t f ;
,

variation in the pq,ttern of organization adopted by different institutions in implementing ,

the ExTP.. Since only a limited number of items dealt with 'such questions,' many of. .-
...,

these difftrences in program structure went unrecorded. Only *tee structural aspects
*ofthe aograms will be dealt with here, all of them specifically. discussed in the guidelines
for propoialsi the utilization of theen bloc approach, the relationship among teacher-

...
. education and content departments,.ce pottern of relationship with local school systems..

. ,
- . .

1. The en bloc Approach, GOSup Solidartity, and Morale 4,

Only one quesiion dealt:specifically with whethesr the en bloc approach was
adopted by the.various.institutions; this was an item in the Visitors U/aluation Farm which
Said "Unlike conventional graduate prodrams, th.perienced Teacher Fellowship Prografil
is based upon a block.or group program.apptoach. The intent is to, use the group to
enrance learnikg by building-morale and esprit de corps% Has this been successful ?"2. 0

. ; . . .
.

5/4: I I u a t o r s ' responses make it clear at the en bloc approach was, indeed,
suc c essful: 12 evaluation teams reported that the approach was.extremely successful an40
13 others rateckhe approach as successful, but not eVremely so. Only teams said

..that the approach was in some degree unsuccessful.

Although the en bloc approach wasnot mentionesA in the other three questionnaires,
all three groups were asked whether there was a feeling of group solidarit; among participants.

,in-the lirogrom; in addition, respondents were asked, to,rate the overall morale of the
participants . ;The responses of 14-three grOups,trre presented in Table 5.

Table 5. Ratings by Faculty, Directors, and Fellows of Geoup'Solidarity and Morale
1.`

.

Source

.
.4:,

..
a. Was there-a
Percent Answering

feeling of .group

Considerable

so idarity?
t

Non . .
Strong

Faculty. 53 38, , .,5

.
Dir'ectars ; 67 27 7' '0,

Fel lows .
.

46 :38 - 14
. ,

,
%.

/-*
Source

b. How would you rate fellows' morale? "1 ',..

Very
High

Petty ".`
High

Average', Low and
Very.,Lowlit-

Facurty
s

--..
- 23 .51

AP

1

f ,
. ..--7

D irewt-tors' 38 ,' 42

felrows ..

_

-22 38 - 27
.

ip . ..
. .

-2 -
27

1

t
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-.445. *By eve'iy measure, solidarity and tilarale were high. Again, the directors'
estimates of both variables were somewhat higher than those by the faculty, and the

-facul*s,ei`timates were .hd!gher than those by the fellows; but even among the fellows, only.1%
said there wen no feeling of solidarity o'nd only 10% reported that the group's morale
was below average. It should be mentioned that there wasionsillerable homogeneity
with4,:groups of fellows in their judgments of solidarity. That is, reports of relatively
low solidarity were concentrated in particular.institutions; they were no.t made by
social isolates scattered among a number of programs %ut probably reflected, instead,
a real lack of solidarity in a few of the programs: .

2. Cooperation. between Departments
*0

It will be recalled that the.guidelines fOr the ExTFP.specifically called.for cooperation
between subject - matter and teacher- education departments in conducting the program.
Three questions, one each from the fellows, the-directors, anditjae evaluators questionnfairesil
asked whether such cooperation was achieved.

In sortie institutions, such cooperation apparently-did not extend much beyond
consultation,dn The initial application. When asked whether the director of teacher-

.roducationwas involved in Ceoperation of the ExTFP, only 26% of the program directors
replied that he was either quite involved or very much involved;-,just.over half said he
was not very involved, and another 20% reported that he was not involved at all.
This question, df,course, asked only about the, director of teacher eduation, not whether
there was cooperation with others in \less& positions in the teacher-education hierarchy.
In fact, when they were asked to describe the cooperation they,received fron(ther
academic departments,. 91% of",tht directors said it was- eifher quite good or unusually
good. This suggests that some Oollaboration mat have taken place between teacher-
edueotion and subject-matter departments, or, at least that the directors thought so.
Evaluators.' reports indicate that interdepar ental cpoperation varied widely from one
institution to another. While only one evaruation team reported very close coopera.tion
between the two, departments, another 12 Plciced their ratings at the cooperative side of
the'continuu.m. On the'other hand, 15 of the evaluators' fydgments were on the uncooperative
side; in five of theseinstitutions said there was no d'oopefation at all between
teacher-education and subject-matter deparklents.:

Re+onses.by fellows show much the same picture as those by evaluators. 'Eighty-four
percent-of the fellows' reported that their instruction involved more than one academic
dep'cirtment. Exactly half of these; 42% of the total group, said the material was coordinated
either quite well or extremely_well; the other half, again 42% of the total grbup, said the
material was either not coordinOted too well or was not coordinated at all. We should
"recog7iize, however, that this question does not bear directfronthe point at issue., for the
second deNrtment Whioth the fellows had in mind need not have been the department of =

teacher education. .One otker item on the pa' rticipants' questionnaire* had at least a
tangential bearing on this question. In response to a question about the relative emphasis
on subject matter'and teachingtnethock, the majwity of fellows, 64% said that the bplance
was about right, 28% reported that there was too much emphasis on subject matter, and
only 3% reported too much emphasis on teaching methods.



3. Cooperation with Local School Systerg

Only one question deolt with this topic: evaluators. were asked to report how
extensive the relationships were between colleges and universities and tooperating'school
districts. Again, therewere great differences from one institutionto another: fourteen
institutions were rated on thelow end of this continuum, 1;2 at the high end, and five at
the midpoint. In the"' italuators' written comments about th ogrami, some of the most
caustic had to do with the, ack of practicum experience vai to fellows in those
institutions without relationships to cooperative sch o systems.

Tit summarize, the en bloc approach seems to have been effective in most of the
institutions That participated in the ExTFP;'it was accompanied by a high degree of
solidarity in most of the groups, land by reports of high morale among the fellows. In the
matter of cooperation between teacher-education and subject-matter deporrments, the .
program does not come off so well: in some institutions there was,substantial cooperation
of this sort, in others there was little or none. The same wide range held true for the
extent of cooperation between the participating lifistitutions and local school systems.

-

C. Operating Strategies
Y

Even When programs have the same formal structure, ther 'e may be extensive differences
in their mode of operation along a variety of dimensions. For example, graJuate programs
in American universities are known to differ in the degree of competitiveness that they
foster among graduate students; it would be expected thatExTFP programs would also vary
in this regord. Similarly, tvoi-versities, and by extension the ExTFP programs, differ widely
in thevtent of faculty involvement with students and in faculty commitment to instruction.

Beyond this, the natu re of the ExTFP suggests that there are other lime
.

along whf'h Qeiriation may be expected. The experience, of teaching for numb? of
year; has provided each fellow in the Program with o degree of specializMin in his field,
an awarenes's of the problems thof are inolved in teoching his subject, and qn intellectual
and emotional maturitythat set himapart from the typical graduate and undergraduate
student: His response to the program of courses that is offered should depend, in considerable
port, on Mother and how that program builds upon and utilizes his extensive experience.

We turn now to a discussion of differences among institutions in these aspects.

1.. Utilization of Fellows' Background
2)

All four sources -- fellows, faculty, directors, and evaluators -- mere asked, in
one woy or another, wheiher they'felt'th program had taken advantage of the rich experience
a rior Frepciration'of the fellows. Although these questions were phrased differently

r i rent populotions, the four sets of responses hove been grouped ,so that they are
roughly comparable; they,ore presented in Toble 64 .

\
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Table 6. Judgments of Whether Programs Built Upon Fellows' Experience and Prepa lion.'
...

o

.i. -- Percent of Each Gr u
Uncer in

Responding

ource Yes' e NO

.Facultyal ,
....

64.
...s"

23 . 6
..

,
Directors 89

Y

.
.

.
.

el lows 63
-

24
,

12

. .
EvalUators ,

,

32 16

... ' 52

lln the faculty and directors questionnaires, the alternatives for-res%pondents
to check were "Yes," "Uncertain," and "No." Fellows who said that the program
usually. or consistently built on their backgrounds have been stored as replying. "Yes,"
those who said it rarelyllid so cored as"Uncertain, "and those who said R was
Unconcerned for their background are scored as saying "No." Evaluators' responses
are recorded as "Yes," :'Uncertain," or "No" acc9;ding to whether their judgments
were on the positive side of the.midpoint, at the midi)* oint, or on the negative side.

IIII
-Clearly there was a considerable difference among sources in their judgments -

of whether the programs( took account of fellows' backgrounds. Program directors were
most likely to,say that the'programs had built on fellows' backgrounds; facu ,Ity members
and fellows were somewhat less certain, but the clear majority of these two groups agreed'

-

with the directors that the pro6tam utilized the fellows' prior experience. Real disagreement
with these judgments Was shown by the evaluatidn teams, over half of whom said that
thyinstitutionethey.visit;) had not designed their programs to take account of-fellows' .

experience. The com hents of those teams that were critical, on these unds, of -the institutions
they visited were examined in-some detail. In an interim report; base 'about half of these
responses, comments by critical evaluation teams were summarized in a manner which
holds true after-the remainder of the data have been collected: .,

,

.. Most c nly, Evaluator's who were criticafl remarked that t.eltows
were treated lik gular gr6duate students, complete with the institution

`of multiple-choice e5,9ipinations and competition for letter gradei,
with the prescription d a fixed schedule of courses, with little tailoring of
individual programs to the needs of individual fellows, and with _little
or no opportunity for, fellows to exchange ideas with one qnother about
Iiheir own experiences. In short, ...these institutions offered substantial ly

0
the sarne kinds of programs they had always offered.

. , 4 4
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Why the other three sources at those same institutions should so strongly disagree f.

wi tithe
1
eva I uators' judgments remains unclear. Perhaps in their involvement With one

irittitutidn, they were unable to conceive of the..range of alternative policies that the
evaluators envisioned;lra consequence, policies that these sources thought were major '.
concessions to the fellows' experience may have been viewed by evaluators as modest
efforts, 'at lest . That faculty members and program.directors actually did believe they
had utilized the fellows' experience is made evident by their replie to a question asking

%,

whethei their prograM was modified to take advantage of the experience and background`'
.of participants. Sixty-two percent of the directors and 36% ofthe facul,ly answered .

this question affirmatively; 9% and 40% were uncertain, and only 27% and 16% answered
..

uno. ti, t' /--

2. Competitiveness and'VVork Load

Our interest in discussing the 'extent of cogpetitiveness and the size of fellows'
work load is not to determine whether participants in the ExTFP worked or loafed, but
/to see whether they thought they were overworked and how. intense was the competition among
fellows. Unfortuna felj,, the question that was asked of faculty members and directors
qppeors to hove been relevant to the first question, not to the second. It asked whether
the students worked hard during the year-. Eighty-four percent of the program directors
and 79% of the faCulty replied "yes, "a-bare 13% and 15% respectively of the two groups
said "yes, too hard," and thelremaining few respondents-were uncertain or reported that
fellows had not worked hard. In retrospect, these replies seem to 'refltect the respondents'
approval of fellows intheir programs more than'their evaluation of the fellows' work load.

By contrast, fellows were about evynly divided between the opinion thbt We
load was about right (52% of the refpondents) and the view ,jhat it was too heavy to

allow completion of assignments and independent work (4k0). Ra'tings by the ev'aluatof,'
teams also indicated that the work load in-some schools was hedvy: 10 of the 31 learns
reported that the werk load at the institution they visited was about right, the remaining 21
said that the work load was in some degree too heavy: As to competitiveness, 6Q% of
the fellows said that tte level of_competition in their program \yds either quite,high or
exfremely high, 3.1,% said it was about right, and only 8 %said it was either low or very low.
It should be mentioned that there was considerable ho'mogeneity of judgments on these
items among fellows in the same programs; that is, in certain, programs almost all of the
fellows said the work load was too heavy, in others, almost all said it vtas about right:

A cogent comment on these judgten ts is the remark that graduate education ".

involves a -great deal of work wherever it occurs. Indeed, Many-of the evalyation teams
who rated tI'e work load as somewhat too heavy observed that such is the norm in graduate
school, and that after the program was over fellows might cherish their expe.risfree the
more for the fact that strenuous demands had been made of them. Nevertheless, it ,.

appearg that some institutions did require far more work than their follows could produce.,
thereby introciicing severe, emotional stress into the academic program.

Iwo

a 4 '
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.3. Involvement of the'Fciculy

; itssi9nment to teach in the ExTFP might haveligen accepted by a faculty member
as simply anothet uni,t in his teaching load, requiring% change in the kind of material
he presented, in the.way he presented it, or in ills involvement with the students.
Alternatively;;it might have been viewedas a special challenge which called for a
somewhat different orientation toward both the subject matter and the students. The
tone of the guidelines races it clear that their intent is for 'the second attitude to be

dominant among the staff of the `ExTFP.., There were no items in any questionnaire that dealt
directly with the m e of orientation of the faculty, but there were,a number that skirted it;

. we tumour a ion now to those items. ,
,e Faculty members and program director, were asked whether-they found the ExTFP

,a ch'allenging ond,satisfying experience:. As may be seen in Table 7, 'the majority of both
grqups replied in the .affirmatizve to both questions. Program directors, once again, were

.somewhat more enthusiastic than tte-faculty . .

..,

Table, 7.. Rating's by. Faculty and Directors -of Whether, the Program Was Challenging
and Satisfying ,

SOurce

a :. ow Challenging wiiTiTe EXTFP?

Extreme .Somew at Not Ye Not at A I .

acuity
, .

#

#

47 .
,

. .
42 5,

.
.

.

0

.

Dire'ctor.

.

*
.

) 31 ,, 0
.

0 .

.

Source '

.b. HoW satisfying was the 'ExTFP?
Extreme r. Somewhat Not Very Not at A .

a
.#

cuity
.

. 57 - 40 : 3 1

) irectors 71 ,.- 24 0, * 0 .

,

The enthusiasm of the directors and faculty for teaching in the program was
clearly picked'up by the evaluation teams, for 22-of the 31 reporte hcit the direct&
and staff-were challenged and stimulated by the program; only 8 ga e judgments that
fell toward the opposite pole of the continuum.

Fel4Qws were not eked about whether the staff was challenged by the program, but
whether they were accessible and helpful tcstudents. Their responses werd overwhelmingly
favorable on both' counts: 94reported that the staff was either usually or always accessible,
951'k laid, it was either usually or always helpful .

is -Z5-
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Althbugh, os we hove seen, the foculty and directors reported being challenged ond
stimulated by the Progrom; they .were less likely to report that the..rxperience affected
their own professional' and intellectual growth, As moy be-seen in loble 8, only 41% of the
faculty said their professiorial development was furthered either "areatly" or "yery greatly"
by the experience; onlyobout 30% soid it odded greotly or verrtrebtly to their intellectuol
growth one! "to their skill os teaches Agoin, directors were more wiritrous in their

. estimates of how much. benefit.theyolerived rrom.the Progrom; 51% soid irodded.greotly
or very greatly to their professional growth, but only °boa o third judged it had o
corpparoble effect on their intellectuol groWth or their skiHs os teachers. In eaah cose,
respondents" judgments of the benefits they derived from the progrom were less fovoroble
than their ratings ,of the challenge ond sotisfoction they felt. -It is not clear how much,.
weight should be given to these results. Perhaps the, experienced Univdsity teocher does not
ordinarilyprofit in these ways,from his teaching experience. In ony cose, it is clear that
tki e x pi itience may hovb been stimuloting ond challenging but was not viewed os educational,
for the majority of the stoff .

Toble 8. Judgments b' Faculty ond DireCtors of the Progrom's Effects on Their Own
Development

_

0
Item .

.

Source

Foculty
Director.

Percent Respcnd ing

Very
Greotly

.14

18

Greotly

-27
36

Mode r-
otely

35
42

Little

14

2

Very
Little

28.. Add to profession
growth ond develop-
sent?

4 .

29. Add to your intellectual
growth?

er

Foculty
Director

11

9
19

751

40 18

, 4
7
0

.

30. Add to your skill os
o teocher?

4

Foculty
Director

10

9
-19
24

42'
53

19

4 . 4

iterCentoges in eoch row do not total to 100 becouse non-respondents ore nor
included.

AN
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4. Deportmental.Innovativeness r

It was not required that institutions - prepare thoraug-hly innovative proposals in
order that their programs be funded under the ExTFP.. Instead, substantially traditional
proposals were examined irwompetition with completely innovative ones; approval or '-
disapproval for funding was not determined in terms of the program's novelty, 'but in terms
of how effective it seemed likely to be in furthering the education of experienced teachers.

. 1..

In the viewof prbgram directors, Mere was innovation in the great majority of
eth4 institutions. OF 42 directors who responded to this item, 32vaid they had seen L

,.

imaginative teaching methods and, practices in their programs, 6 were unsure, and only 4
reported that they had not seen such practices. As usual, judgments by faculty mert6ers

t7 were less extreme: of(174 whVresponded to the Rem, 79 reported innovations, 22 we4
unsure, and 73 reported none. It

?. F
The evaluation, teams agreed more with the f.alk Tian with the directors:-

,
,

.

12 teams rated the, institutions they visited as being on the innovgtive side of the midpoint,
'12 ratings were on the noninnovative side, and the remaining 7 were exactly at the .

midpoint. None of the evaluator' ratings fell in the MOst extreme categories, those which
0 . indkated either a great deal of imagination and iefnovation or none at all.

In summary, there was disagreem4nramong sources in. the extent to which they 4
thought the programs had utilized the background and experience of their fellows; the
least en$usiastic source of ratings, the evaluators, 'judged that there were more
institutions which did not make suFficient use of the fellows' experience than there were

( which did. Apparently, there were systematic differences between institutions in` the
°moatof-work they assigned their students: ,every ,institution required a considerable
amount of work, but some assigned an enormous amount. By all accounts, the faculty
was challenged anchtimulated by the program, 'accessible and helpful to the fellows. Finally,
it appears that programs were neither thoroughly innovational nor stodgily traditional .

.4'

5. Effects on Institutional Development

One of the benefits the Program might have wroug4e indeed, one of the effects
that was envisioned initially, was a strengthening of 'the participating institutions themselves,
particularly in their on-going teacher education'programs. Obviously, changes in the
pattern of teacher education will have effects'ypon the preparation and later performance of
those who are trained; Therefore, it is impOrtan't to determine whether the Program 'actually

. influenced educational patterns in chhost institutions. lmpctrtant though this question may
be, it is uncertain whether it can bg answered adequately by the present study. These
data were collected in the first year of the Program's operation, barely eight months

"after it was instituted . ' Whatever effects it may ultimately have upon procedures for
teachr training, these effects are not likely td have token place by the time these data

r were Collected. Consequently, the conclusions v may draw about such effects-must
inevitably be tentative.

a
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Of the five items that dealt yiith this issue, two were global judgments-, by the
directors and the faculty, of the Program's "value to the institution." One eva'uator
item asked about the Program's contribution to the plans of the Department, and two
items, frOm the evaluators and the directors, asked specific9Ily about the Program's
"impact on the on-going tsitcher-educatton program." Thus there were'three distinct, if

I ,

related, issues involVed in these items: value to the institution, contribution to department'
development, and impact on teacher ecrucatian.

As was sooften the case, judgments on these questions varied remarkably from one
source to another (Table.9).,,More than.three fourths- of the faculty members and the directors
reported thathe'Program was either "valuable" or '.very variable" to their institution.

,
. . . .
On the other hand, among evaltj'ation teams as many said the program's contribution

to depertinental development was slight or non-existenhas said it was moderate or great
. (36%, in eacb case). The same divergehce of opinion was found in judgments of the Program's

effect on teacher ucation: 62%-of_ the directors said its impacton teacher education.
as relatively large only 23% said it was small; the corresponding figures for evaluation/

teams were 16% and %. .--

113ble 9. Judgrnentrby FaCulty, Dire tors, dnd Niciluators of the Program's Effects Upon
Iristifutional Development

Source

a . Percent saying Program's value to institutioni,,, .

-Great Moderate

44
47.

,

Undecided

9

13

Slight-

2'
, 5

None

0
1

Ditectors,;.
Faculty .

42
29

Evaluators'

. Contr ution to departmend institution deve oement

26 10.
.

26 10 29

.

. .

DireCtors
Evaluators

c. Impact on teat er education .

24 .

6

, .

38,,
10

. _

13
26

16

26
.

7
32

1To Make results from three questionnaires comparable, responses to the Visitors .

Evaluation Form have been classified as folloWs: checks in either oT.the two most, favorable
categoriesaie scored as judgments that the program had great effects; those in the third most,
favorable category are scored as reflecting moderate effects; thOse in the ceder category
are classified as "undecided"; and resporiles are considered asimputing slight-effects or
none according to whether they fell in the third Or in the two most unfavorable categories.

-28- t 35

I.

k

--



4

These differences in judgments by the different sources probably reflected a number
of factors. For one thing, the dirictors andslhe faculty had more at stake in the Program
than did the evaluators; no doubtlhis involvement inftUenced their judgments in a favorable
direction. It is probably true, as well, that the different sources used different criteria
to assess the effects of the Program; what looked like a remarkable advante in the context
of a particular institution may have seemed triricol to an othside observer. Paradoxically,
sprne of the disagreement in judgments may have,occurred because institutional changes
had been made before tile'E'xTFP was undertaken: a few evaluation teams said the Program -

had little impact on teacher education because the existing procedures were advanced and
effective; directors at those institutions attributed more influences:in teacher training to the'
Program than did the evaluators.

One determinant of whether a change was effected' in the host hIstitution's teacher-
trainiAg practices was the division of the institution in which the ExTFP was located.. All
five of the institutions that evaluation teams rated above the midpoint on "impact on
teacher education" were Wised in education departments. Judgments by evaluation teams
of the extent_to which departmental and institutional development 'were affected showed the
same patterns: 7 of the 8 programs in which evaluation _teams said the effects were greatest
were based in education departments. Not,surprisingly, then, educational changes were '

more likely when Departments oflEducation were directly.responsible for the Program; a

stated somewhat differently, educational programs that were located in Liberal,Arts
departments did not have immediate effects on thepolicies education"departmenis.

Illt ..?

D. General Summary of, Impressions of the ExTFP , ,...

\, -
r 0

,g is clearly evident from the results that have been reported in this section
that the sour .4' evaluations of the ExTFP varied directly with their involvement in the
program. Progrcim directors, who probably lied the most at stake in the enterprise,'
were thoroughly e usiastic, not to say Pollyannaish, in their ratings. (RegUlar facultyitp,
members and fello who were somewhat less personally involved than the diiectors, made
judgments that were a little less enthusiastic than, hose of the directors. Evaluation teams,
who spent only.two days viewing the prOgrams and who maintained calculated objectivity
as the' ideal, were able to temper their enthusiasm with criticism.

. -si
Yet it is the burden of this.report that all fOur sources, including the evaluators,

produced predominantly favorable judgments of the progtorn.. Furthermore theresponses

of those who were involved in the program are not to be discredited simp because of their

involvement. In all but a very few institutions, it appears, a group of highly qualified
teachers were brought together with a group of intelligent;' hard working, experienced,'
thoroughly committed students.. When circumstances also promoted the-development of
strong group solidarity and high morale among the fellows, a truly trripressive educational
experience probably occurred. Even when the social context was less than ideal, the

juxtaposition of a lirst-rate student body end a better-than-competent faculty doubtless
prOduced educational effects that weie considerably above the average. ii.

. ....
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V. ..Correlates, of Effectiveness and SatisfC;Ction

. We have seen that satisfaction with the ExTFP and judgments of its effectiveness
were both very positive. Nevertheless; there Were consistent differences from one program
tacknother'in the extent of satisfaCtion of the various respondents and in the ratings of
effectiveness tlasathey gave. Our purpose in this is to examine the relationship
Of other variableQo judgments of effectiveness-and satisfaction.

0. Two sources of evidence -- one qualitative, the othequantitative -- are used
in this analysis--The qualitative material consists of comments by evaluation teams about
the influence that program directors had upon the effectiveness of the ExTFP. This chapter
begins with a discussion of these comments. The quantitative material is made pp of
correlations among responses to the various questionnaires; the analysis of this material_
constitutes the bulk of the chapter. A detailed summary is presented at the end of the
chapter; readers-who are unfamilihr with correlational materials may find,it helpful to
read this summary before examining the correlation tables in detail.

A. The Role of the Director in Program Ef eness,

Analysis of the role of the progra 's director in the operation of-the ExTFP was
not systfmaticallilbuilt into the questionnaires and the evaluator's ratings. Nevertheless,
cpports from evaluation teams made it clear that the actions of thedirector were frequently'
crucial to the success or lack of success of indivivlual programs. Once this became clear,
the written comments of the evaluation teams were examined in detail to make whatever
inferences were possible abouft.his topic: Analysis of these comments may be summarized

.cis follows:

It is apparent-from the reports of evaluation teams that the quality-of directors
. had a major impact on the conduct of programs. In general, when the evaluators

commented orithe ability, dedication, enthusiasm, availability, and seriousness of
directors, they also rated the programs as effective and woductive. When comments
were-made about the director's lack of stratus in the institution, when the directbrship
changed betweenthe time iof, application and the time the program began, when tension
ruled between th, director and his staff, the prop was characterized as weak, poorly.
planned, poorly integrated', and unproductive.

BeCaukthere was no ,provisidn in the guidelines stipulating that the director
be given released time for his administrative duties, many directors lacked time to
carry out their duties and lacked fundsjor necessaty supporting Work. In some cases,
the director functioned as a coordinat4 rather than an administrator, with neither the

Professor Wiliam Engbretson carried oft this analysis and drafted the summarizing
--statement.

b
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power nor the funds to conduct the program as it had been represented in the proposal.
In sunny` programs seerhedlo be most effective when the'director'was deeply involved.
in the progrctriPS goals and was able both to devote sufficient time to administrative
.duties and to foster cooperation and respect from participants and faculty.

The frequency and urgency of these comments suggests that special consideration
.should be given to this key role in,future studies of the ExTFP and in the organization of
individual progrdms. - 1

B . Some Comments on Correlational 'Meths

14/The Nature Of the Data

>Tosletermine the relationships among variables, for every' institution the arithmetic
mean was computedfor the judgments made by each source on the items that were of
interest. This permitted institutions to be arrayed, for example, according to the average
degree of satisfaction that the fellows xpressed, according to the average faculty rating
of effectiveness, and so an for a subs tial number of variables. Product-moment'
correlation coefficients were then corn uted among these variables.

It should be obvious that two variables cannot be correlated with one another-
unless there is at least some 'variation.in the scores on each from one observation,toianother.

wif all of the scareson one item fall at\the identical point, then responses to that. item
cannot possibly co-vary with responses to some ather item. Orimany of the items thdt
dealt with satisfaction and effectiveness the responses of direct&s showed next to no variation,
being largely concentrated at the"most favorable alternalives. For this-reason, ,directors'
responses will not be included in'the correlation matrices that are presentecn?t4his section. r

(

There remainetod responses by faculty apd fellows at 47 institutions, And responsei
by faculty, fellows, 6nd evaluators atc31 institutions which were visited.. it seemed
clear ti-Zat our interpretation of the results would be substantially strengthened by
including a discussiors of the correlations of evaluators' judgments with those made by
fellows and faculty Members. However, correlations based only on the 31,programs
that were visited might, because they ignored 16 other institutions,vive a distorted picture
of the true pattern of relationships among variables. To make sure that this was not the
case,' two correlation matrices were computed, one based on responses by fitoulty and
fellows in all 47 institutions, the ,otheobased on responses by faculty, fellows, and .

evaluators in the 31 schools'that were visited. A coMparison of the correlations between
identical pairs of variables in the two matrices showed that very similar results ere obtained.
Therefore, only correlation coefficients based on the 31 programs that were visited will be
ysed in the results that are reported below. With a set of 31 observations, a correlation
of about .35 is required for the inference that it differs from zero by an amount greater
than would be expected by chance.

"\,

38



4IP

2. interpreting the Correlation Coefficients f .

When two variables'show a sizeable correlation, it is often tempting and sometimes
reasonable to conclude that they are,somehow causally related., This temptation-should
be indulged with _caution, if at all; causal relationships cannot be established by correlational
techniques. Forexample, we shall see that there was a high positive correlation between
fellows' morale and d-their judgments of program effectiveness: in programs where morale was
high fellows' judgments of effectiveness was high, when morale was low so were fellows".
judgments of effectiveness. -Clearly, however,. this does not mean. that high morale
produces an effective program. It is equally likely that the causal chain goes the other way,
that morale yes down when a program becomes ineffective or up as effectiveness improves.
It is alio plausible that the two variables interact, so that some degrfe of ineffectiveness (
depresses morale, which makes (or even less effectiveneii, decreasing morale still further. .

The point is that one should-be cautious in interpreting correlations. The results that will A
be reported below often seem to point toward wayi by which programs can be iriproved; we
believe, in fact, that they offei,,suggestions for impro'vemenf. But these-suggestions,must
be,examined intelligently, not accepted uncritically as-a consequence of an iminfssiliely large
'correlatiin coefficient.

A final point must be made. It has long been known that when judgments are
made on several variables, all of whic'h have a desirable and an undesirable pole, a
built -ir correlation is introduced. A respondent-who takes a favOrable or unfavorable t
stance withespect to some issue is likely to rate all of the subsidiary aspects of that
issue in a manner consistent with his over-all position. In particular, people who are
favorable to the ExTFP as a whole would probably be partial to all its'parts. We have .

already seen evidence of such a tendency in the responses of the program directors. So

a certain degree of correlation must be expected-between any pbir of items from the same
questionnaire as a simple function of this bias. However, such a bias cannot be invoked
as an explanation when items from different questionnaires correlate with one another; when
two different sources agree in their ratings of.an institufion on some dimensions, the
biattlef either source alone cannot be invoked as an explanation.' forthis reason, special
apenflon must be given to the correlations between judgments that were made by different
sources.

Ck Correlations Among Measures of,Effec.eveness and Satisfaction

It has already become evident that faculty members, fellows, and evaluators
all showed favorable opinions of the effectiveness of the ExTFP. The question at hand-
is whether an institution that was ranked high on one measure also received a high ranking
on another. For purposes of this presentation, measures of satisfaction and effectiveness
will be combined in one correlation matrix owing to the fact, as we shall see, that the
two kinds of measures had very high correlations with'one another.

-32-
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Table 10 presents the p'attern of correlations amerig eight measures of effeCtiveness
and.satisfbction. It is apparent that there were consistently high positive correlations
among such ratings when they were given by the same source. Thus, the average correlation
among the faculty items was 4.55 and the average correlation among the three fellow
items was4.72. High correlations were alse,b135ined between judgments by the fellows
and those by evacuators,' the average correlatiorbeing 4.55. As to correlations between
faculty judgments and those by the other two sources, however, only faculty ratings of
whether the prggram,rnet the fellows' educational needs correlated with all of the items
from the other' sources:, In addition, faculty judgments of whether the fellows would become
better teachers correlated with fellows' judgmenfs of effectiveness and satisfaction but
no with evaluator judgments. Faculty members' own'reactians to the program and their
ratLe'of its value to the fellows did not correlate significantly with any of the ratlaes-
of satisfaction and effectiveness that fellows or evaluators made:

(
. .

'
Table JO. Correlations among Measures of Effectiveness and Satisfaction

Source . Item %

Faculty
16 18 20a .26

Fellows
23 24", 31

Ev
19

Faculty
,

.

16. Reaction to ExTFP
18. D.idfellows become better teacher?
20a. ExTFP valuable for fellows?
26. ExTFP meet fellows' needs?

--
.43
.63
.69

..43
--

.43 .,

.62

.43 )).69

.43 ..62
.49

.49 --

..Nr
.43
.02
.41

.3i '.34
.46
.01
-58

.55

.47

.61

..24
.14
.12
.44

Fellows

1

.

23. ExTFP meet your major 'need ?
24. Reaction to ExTFP ' 1

31, ExTFP,help your teaching?

.76
.31
.34

.43

.44,

.55

.02 :.41

.01 .58
..17 14 1

1

I
lir

.61
,74

:61
-- .

.81

,

.74

.§3
--

.40
p.60
.65

Evaluator

I

1 . ExTFP meet fellows' needs? ,

<- --#...
.24 .14 .12 ..44

---,Ls.
.40 :60' .65

,

^

-744,

/
. . .

Tie .fact that the fellows' fudgmehts of of ecticreness correlated with those by
the evaluators and also with'faculty members! es imates of whether the ExTFP Met the .

fellows' educational needs is encouraging evidence of consistent, reliably-ascertained differences
between prbgrams; in their effect ehess. ,o'to, the othikfatufty measures of satisfaction
ane effectiveness did not also co late r ietftpthe items from fel-lows' crnd the evaluator
questionnakes is not immediately clear. ' . -

r
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D. The Relationship BefweeniProgram Effectiveness and Program Structure

,
Under this heading-we will consider the correlations between program. effectiveness

t and three classes of variables: (1} achievement of the en bloc approach, .solidaritli and
morale, (2) relations among departments and institutions, and (3) therole of the dilrector. 'a

, In each case, we first present the correlatiOn among variables'within the set, then their
correlatillk with. effectiveness.

. a r ,

, ..")

......./.."ri, . The En-Bloc4prcach, Solidarity, and Morale:*

_ a.. "Correlation cimong measures. We have a fready lea- rned (a) that a generally .
highlevel of solidarity was achieved in all of the programs:but (b) institutions had,. .

a consistent15, higher level of morale' than did others. Table lf present the Correlations

- among'theilifie&nta. gs of solidarity and morate. All but one of th ,10ecorrelation.
coefficients achievoW istical significance, the mian correlation,being :58. There-

. was, then, remarkable greement between sour6es as to. which4prograrns wer.e characterized
°by a very-high degree of solidarity and morale and which were not. '11 should be

, ,

noted thakthe lowest correlation this,table/, .30/ was etween the evalucitors' rooting
.'of 'successful 2chievement of th

_

,,

bloc approach and the facuity rating of stticte5zirale.

Table 11. correlations among MeaSures of;Solidarity anditorale

Source"
4

Item
. Faculty ,

48 49 ,

Falkaja
47 49

'EN,.

17

Faculty

.

48, Student solidarity
49.- Student morale

.

...

4fs-- 71-.1'4

.71. rr
-.57
.57

.68

II
67 '

__

.45

.30 '

Fellows 47., Student 'solidarity-
49: Own, morale

,

.

' .57 .57
.68 .67 :,

- -.

.76

I
.76:
--

.56

..49-,
'.56

I
,

Evaluator 14 b1tSc successful
.

-.
,

.45 '.30
% 1 :

..
b Relatipn of scriidarity ana morale to satisfdction and effectiveness. "Table'12i t,

pretents the correlations betimenmeasures of solidarity and morale and those of satisfaction
and effectiveness.. It is'evident that-the majority of these correlations werequite high;. .N s
even when rtings:were obtained from differgnt sources, except that fellow and
evaltiatorratings solidarity did not correlate .significantly with faculty measures of ,-

a effectiveness. The erage correlation df faculty ratings of solidarity with faculty
. .

k

s-

'1

--
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,

ratings of effectiveness was 4 .50, with fellows' ratingsof effectiveness, 4.46, ;and with 1
the evaluator rating of effectiveness, 4.47. The average correlation of:fellows' ratings of
solidarity with their own ratings of effectiveness was4.47,`with the evaluator'-rating of
effectiveness, 4.42,.and with faculty ratings of drectiveness,,4.20. _F i na I I y , the evaluator

- ,
rating.of achievement of the en bloc d-approach c lated 4.71 with the evaluator measure
of effectiveness, had on average correlation 44141 with fellows' measures of effectiveness,'
and an ayerage correlation of only 4.18 with faculty ratigsrof.effectiveness. Whatever .

theotn.fad factors that maybe- involved in these Correlations, It k _clear that the achievement
of the en bloc approach and of solidarity and morale was cissocicitl with. prsogrameffectivenesso,
especics viewed by fellows and evaluators-- . .

st

9

Correlations of-Solidarpy and Morale with Program Effectiveness

0
Source

,
.. .

Item ,41. 0 .- Faculty,
16 18 20a 26'

Felrows
23 24 31

Ev,
T9

Faculty 48,' Studentilidarity .431.42-.25 :44 :35 .60 .58 .57 :

.
49. Student morale .62 .62 -.62, .163 -..22 ,47 .51 :37

Fellows ' req. Student solidarity .27 437% . ;'.53 '.64 .55' .

'49. Own morale- 4. .30 .26 .22 .30 .13- .57 .41 :40' '
- ,..,

Evaluator 1740,kn bloc successful .28 .08 .3 .21 y1 .44 .71:

1.44.,
or:. at

, 3-1
P

2. Relations among Departments and lnstitutiont .1 '. ""--

.1..
r " . 4 ' _ . ( ' t

a . Correlations c tmong measures. Under this headingrwill be considered evaluator .
fr.

and fellow ratings af.,coaperationlpe.tweertdepartmenti, and evil/031.ot judgments
.4. '4

of whether the-institutipn had established relationshipj with the local sChog,t systems. '
)..

s It will be remembered that respbndents reported great variabilityonang programs' in
...the-extent-2f cooperation between subject-matter and teactietedudation departtherits, L-

,and in the amount of cooperation with local school systems. Table 13 'presents the'
correlations-among the three.measures of cooperation:. None of*thele cortelatiops is
higher this:04.21. ,This independence of one set of responses from another reveals, fitst,
that accoraji o evolualpis! reports, whethprisublject-mtitter,and teacher- education
deportmesk erased -had no bearing upon whether cooperation was established between '
the institution and local school systems. Second, the low corre tiororieons that

r:

.

A

t.

42

t

4

4
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lodgments of depcirtmental cooperatl da bi fellowi were eilher,,based upon different
Criteria from th e used by evaluato hat the two groups used their criteria differently
kn these judgm

V

Table 13. Corre'lations among Measures of Departmental and Institutional,Cooperatiork
-*A

1

Source..

_

item .

e ows
38 '

Evaluator
3 4_

.15 21
.

Fellows
. ,

.

38. Departments cooperate .

,, .

-i
Eva 1 Uotor 3., Departments cooperatp

" 4. Coop. with locol schools
15

1
-' -

:21 . .18
.18

ii

b. .Correlations of mecgures-of cooperation with program effectiveness.
Despite 'the lack of correTaTiOn among, these measures of cooperation, we see in Table 14

-that both fellows' and va ItArors' assessments of departmental cooperation were correlated
signifitqntly4ith ratings of effeaiveniimade by fellows and evaluators; howe
they were consistently uriCorrelated with faculty ratings of program effectiveness. Thus,

althoughsthe.fellows may }`cave used 'fferent,criteria from evaluators in judgi departmental

cooperation, by either criterion, pro ms that were rated as haying a relativ?ty high
degree of cooperation among departments were more likely than not fo be adjudged
eff,e0i3e . The degree of cooperation with local school systems, as reported 'by evaluators,
was 'substantially unrelated to any measures of effgc*tiveriess.

Table -14. 'Correlations of Deportmental Cooperation with Program Effectiveness

1

.

Source
_

,..

Item ,

'' Faculty
T6 18 20a 26

Fellows
. 23 24 31

Ev.
19

fr ,
Fellows 38. Departmvnts cooperate .12 ..21. -.11 .35 .56 .70 .60 .54

) ir
. .

Evaluator 3. Departmefts cooperate -.04 -720 - .12 .06 .40 .32 .47 .44
4. Coop. with local schools -,

-

-.10 -.fp -.11 .27 .14 .26 .31 .35

-36-
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E. The Relationship Between Program Effectiveness and Program Strategy

The reader will recall that the general topic of prograni strategy subsumed ratings

of the utilization of fellows' background; the amount of 'competitiveness and the work load,
the involvement of the faculty, and thi, extent of innovation, in the programs. The

correlation of each of these variatles with effectiveness will be discussed in turn.

Utilization of Fellows' Background

Cc!Irrelation among measures. In their judgments of whether the program's j

prganiza k71-) into a unt the extensive experience of fellows, svaluation team's'

they disagr ed with the fel ows in the extent to which they felt that fellows' backgrounds
were drain t from the other ,ree groups in saying that the majority did not. Though

were u zed, the evaluation teams clearly arrayed_institutioni on this variable in about
the same order as did the fellows, for the correlation between ratings from these two .

sources was4.45. This correlation, in fact, was the largest correlation in the matrix
(Table 15); the only other significant correlation is that between fellows' judgments on this

variable and faculty statements that the program was modified to take advantage of

fellows' experience.

..
Table 15. Correlations arnang Measures of Whether the Pr °grams Utilized Fellows' I, .,

Backgrounds,

Source

50.

Item f
Faculty.
45 46

Fellows
42

Ev.
'16

, .
- --,

Faculty 45.. Effort to use experience . ; - .06 . .05 - .22

46. Modify prog . for expevrienc4, p06. __ .38 .07

, .0
Fellows 42. Build on experience

',..

:05 :v88 -- .43 .-

. . -,--.

Evaluator 16. Take acct)kat experience , , .22 , ..07 ,45 * --
. . ...

..-ii,

ID, Correlations of utilization of participants' backgrounds with program
effectiveness and solidarity", As it sloqin-in Table 16, faculty judgments of whether the

_ program utilized fellowg experiences were snottsipnificantly related to any measure of
effectiveness; faculty statements that the program was modified to take advantage of'the
fellows' experience were generally related to thp faculty's own. estimates of, effectiveness,

,
ti.

... . 1
4

''';.-' 410

it.

--/
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but not to those by fellows and by evaluators. On the other hand, e<roluators' and'fel lows'
judgmentson this.same measure were signifiCantly related to every fellow and evaluatOr
mecisure of effectiveness and also to faculty judgments that the program met the educational

,orrm-morneeds of the fellows. We may conclude, then, that the programs whose organizatiOn built
best on the baCkgrounds of the fe4lows according to the interpretation of the evaluators
ariAbe fellows (and we do no *know the criteria on which these sources based their interpretations)
were cr-EcT-a-dFidged to be4nOre effective.,

Table 16.. Correlations of Utilization 'of Particants' Backgrounds and Program Effectiveness
r."

Source. Item
Faculty

16 20a 26 18

Fellows
23 24

.

31

Ev.
19

,

Faculty 45. Effort to Use exp. -.19 , .04 -.13 '-..25 -.4 -.06 -.10 .06'
46. Modify prog :for exp. .54 .31 .53 .27 .12 ,.21 .23 .05

Fenows 42. Build on experie'nce .27 . .16 .51 .53 .48 .71 .76 .47
, 410

41.

Evaluator 16. Takeactt.'of exp. .16 .04 .44 .03 .34 .60 ..60, .71

7
2. Corneetltive aria Work Lead

.a . Correlations among measures. The crelations reported in Table 17 lend
empirical support to our earlier conclusion thai.,4%.-faculty judgments about student work
loadicepresented ci positive statement about the fellows, not an objective assessment of

4re ambunrof workdky,were required to do: every correlation of the faculty judgments
this item with those of fellOws or evaluators was negative. On the other hand, fellows'

judgments of their work load correlated positively and significantly with those .of-the
evaluators. It should be noted, in adclition7that neither of these lost two measures --
follows' and evaluators' estimatio'of the work load-- .correlated significantly with fellows'
statements abaft the level of competitiveness in their programs; clearly, fellows could
believe they were overworked in either a c etitive or a non-competitive atmosphere.

-38-
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Table 17. Carrelatier among Measures of Competitiveness and Work Xo6d i

Source

.4
' 0

Item
Faculty

35

"Fellows
26 29

F.,. i

14

Faculty 35, Did students work hard -.39 --.31. -.26

Fellows
V -

26. ,Work,Load ,

29. Level of competitiwr'
7 .39
-.31

'-'; .28
.28

754
.01

Evaluator 14. Work Load
. . . .

-.26 .54 .01 .._

b. Relationship of competitiveness and work load to program effectiveness.?
Further evidence for our conclusion that faculty ratings of the amount of work the fe-Howsklid
actually represent favorable judgments of their performance is given l`n cow 1 of Table 18.
This measure correlated positively and significantly with every faculty rating of program
effectiveness and with two of the three effectiveness ratings made by fellows.

. A different ttern held for fellows', ratings of their workload. These judgments
showed a high nega ive correlation with fellows' opinions that the program was stimulating
and interesting, an moderate negative correlations with the other ratings of program ,

effectiveness by the ellows and evaluators as well as with faculty ip ckin ents of whether

the program produced etter teachers. ,Evaluator ratings of work load 'so showed negative
correlations with fellow and evaluator ratings of effectiveness. As to the level of '
competitiveness in the program, while the correlations of this measure with judgments of
effectiveness andsatisfaotion were consistently negative, they barely achieved statistical
significance in only two cases. In short, programs in which fellows and evaluators reported

. that the work load was excessive tended also to be programs which received low marks,
for effectiveness and satisfaction, but program that was viewed as competitive was not
necessarily ineffective;

.

c

Table 18., Correlations of Competitiveness and Work Load with Program Effectiveness

.
Source

.

I
,

terri.

-.
Faculty
16 20o 26

.
18

Fellows
23 24 31 7

Ey.li
4

Faculty 35. Work hard? .49 -.41 ..63 .62 .22 .51 .46

1

.24

'Fellaws. 24. Fellows' work load
29.. Competitiveness .....)

-.34
-:17

.03
-.28

-.21-
-.24

-.43
-.39

-.35 .--;72
.01 -.39

-.3d
-.30

-.32
.04

PyaluOtor 14. Fellows' work ',acid 4 -.26 .08
AI

-.34 -.26. -.0 -.44 -.35 -.38

-39-..
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3. Involvement of the Faculty
, '

a. Correlations among measures. There were five items that bore on,the faculty
involvement in the ExTFP: two ofdthese asked the faculty whether Orli ExTFP had been sip
challenging and satisfying, one asked evaluators if the faculty had been challenged an
stimulated by the ExTFP, and two asked fellows whether the faculty had been accessible
&nd helpful. The correlations among These measures, presented in Table 19 show that
almost the only significant correlations are between measures f,om the some questionnaire.
Thus, institutes in which the faculty said they were challeng%d were also those in'which
the faculty found the teaching satisfying; 'schools in which fellows reported the factolty were
accessible. were schools in which fellows said the faculty were helpful. The only siginificant
correlation between iiemsfroin different questionnaires was between fellows' reports of
faculty helpfulness and evaluator ratings of faculty stimulation.

4
Table .19, Correlat ns among Measures'of FaCIlly Involvement

Source item
.

Faculty

4 74 25

Fellows
41a 41b

Ev.
9a No,

Faculty 4 . Was t ching challenging?
25. Was teac mg satisfying?

--
.

.56 .19
.10

.30
428

.33
.14

Fellyws
s .

41a. Were-faculty accessible?
.41b. Were faculty helpful?

.19 .10
.28

--
.87

.87
--

.24
.41

IlEval 9a. Was staff challenged? .33 .14 .24 .41 --

b4 Correlations between faculty involvement and effectiveness. The pattern
of, correlations between faculty involvement and effectiveness, presented in Table 20,

-is not easy to understand. One of the faculty measures, statements aboUt whether the teaching
experience was satisfying, correlated with virtually every measulN of effectiveness.and
satisfaction 4-- hops because it might, itself, be called a measure of satisfaction
Evaluators' judgments of whether the faculty/was challenged were correlated with fellow
and evalUator, but not faculty, measures of effectiveness: Fellow ratings of the faculty's
helpfulness and accessibility correlated significantly only with their own judgments of
effectiveness.

ac
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Table 20. Correlations of Faculty Involvement' with Program EffectiJeness

Source Item

.

. Measbres of "Program Effectiveness.
Faculty
16 20a 26 18

',fellows
-23 24 31-

Ev.
19

Faculty 24. Teaching chall . > '.42 .09 .31 .28 .26 .25 .26 .18
25. Teaching'satisf. .75 .27 .55 .46 .31 .4.5 .50 .30

IF
Fellows 410., Fac. accessible -.01 -.25 -.0.1 .23 .58 .40 .29 .15

i

41b. Fac. halpful .14 -.11 .2e .38 .65 *.66 .49 .32

Evaluator 9a. Fac.. challenged
,

. ..) .16 .01 .24 .08 .44 .51 .45 .68
4

4. Innovativeness

ks we have seen, on the two measures of innovativeness, neither faculty members
nor evaluators reported any appreciable deglee of innovation. Nor did measures of
innovation from the two sources vary jointly: the correlatiort between them was .10. .

On the other hand, as may be seen in Table'21, the faculty estimate of innovativeness
was related to every measure of prograo effectiveness; the average correlation of this variable
with faculty ratings of effectiveness, vi's .55, with fellow ratings of effectiveness, .48, and

with the evaluator rating of effective(ness, .38 ( Table 21). Evaluator ratings of innovativeness,
on the other hand, were significantly related ply to the evaluator measure of effectiveness
and to facultyrgments of whether the fellows became better teachers as a result ortheir
experience. see, then, that by the evaluators' standards of innovation, our earlier,
generalization lipids up: prograro-sould be effective whether they were excensively innovative
or substantiony.traditional. It should be noted that ihis question asked faculty members
whether they had observed innovative teaching methods or pictices; in view of this wording,

' their judgments may have' reflected inventiveness in some one teacher's performance rather

than nnovativeness in the over-all program. If so, the meaning of this variable's correlations
,. 'with effectiveness is Considerably different from the meaning that would be carried by a

correlation with innovativeness in the program itself.
i

, . ,

An alternative explanation of the correlation between these racworat-ings and

effectiveness is that the current popular emphasis on innovation in education has served

to make "quality '1 and " innovation" in some respects synonomouslor many people. Thus

many faculty members may haye felt that if they judged theii program to be successful,
it must have been innovative, as well.
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Table 2L Correlations of I nnovativeness with Peograrrf EffectivelEess

- 4.

, ..

Measures of Effectiveness
Fellow's Eve.Facully

Source Item 16 20a 26 18 23 24 31 '19

_ )
acuity
.

2 . Innovativeness , .59 .41 .79 .48 .50' .42 .53 .38

valuator ... 2. Innovativeness .11 .18 .01 .46 - .14 .03 -- .44
-

Effects on institutional development
IP

a. 'Correlations among measures. We have seen abovethat the three sources
differed remarkably in their estimates of the Programs effect on institutional development.
As might be expected, the pattern of correlatidhs between varidbles -showed the same lack
of correspondence (Table 22): estimates by faculty members of the Program's value to the
institution were uncorreiated.with evaluators'-ratings of both effects on teticher training and
effects on departmental development. At the same time, the high-correlation between the
two evaluators' judgments shows that institutions at wlich evaluators felt changes were-

0 made in methods of ',ocher educcition also were judged to be institutions where departmental
devetopment was affected. This relationship, actually is partly determined by the fact that
the'department" whose development was being affected; that is,, the home department of
the program, was in half the cases the departrnefit of education.

Table 22. Correlations among Measures of Effects on Institutional Development

Source
N

Item
Faculty
20c

-Eva uator
1 8'

Faculty 20c. Value to institution .16 .07 ...

Ye

Evaluator 1 . Effects on teacher training .16 .5 6 ti
8. Effects odridepartment developmegt .07 .56 /--

. .
_ .

, .

b. Correlations between institutional development and effectiveness. Table 23
presents the correlations. between measures of institutional development and judgments of
satisfaction and effectiveness. Global judgments by faculty members of the Program's -

value to the institution correlated positively with their. own ratings of satisfaction and of
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program effectiveness, but were only minimally related to such ratin2jsby other sources. n
Evaluator, judgments of the frogram's effects upon the host institution showed low positive
relationships to their own and Fellows' ratings of effectiveniss but were unrelated to such
ratings by facility members. In short, it appears that a program could be effective in
training students without, necessarily, serving as the impetus for extensive changes ;-r1
the pattern or organization at the host insitituion.

I .

Table 23. Correlations of Effects on Institutional Develdpment with Program Effectiveness

Source

. Measures of Pro 9ragl Effectiveness

Item
Faculty
16 20a 26 18

Fellows
23 24 31

Ev.
19

Faculty Y2Oc . Value to insti. .70 .47 .47 .63 .07 .41 .35 .29

Evaluator .' Effects on teacher tr.
. Effects on dept. div.

.04

.14

.10

.03
'.10
.07

.20

.22

.29

.14
.44
.27

.37

.31
/

.35

.35

E. Summary: Correlates of Effectivenee

Detailed $ornments should be maZe about two aspects of these results. The first
has to do with the reliobility of judgments, with whether two judgments which seem, on

}he surface, to be osking*the same'question'do, in foci, correlate with one another; the
second is the consistent correlotesaf sotisfoction ond effectiveness.

I . The reliability of the judgments

In generol, when o single source was asked more than one question on the some
topic or logicolly reloted ones, the responsesto those questions were positively correlated.
Thus, foculty, felloW, or evaluator responses to one item showed generally high correlations
with responses by the same source to other items whose content was similor. For example,
institutionswhose facultirnembersaid the Program was stimulating and interesting throughout
were iso the ones whose faculty said that the Program was of great value to the fellows,
that itIhelped the fellows become better teachers, and that it met fellows' educational needs.

. .

However, responses by different sources to items that were similor in content did
not always correlate significantly. Two sets of items -- satisfaction and effe,ctiveriess, ond
solidarity,and morale -- showed markid consistency across oll three sources; for each set of
items, the ratings that institutions received from faculty members paralleled those given by
fellows and also, to a lesser extent, those given by evaluatiorfteams. On a number of
other factors, responses by faculty members were substantially uncorrelated with those of
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fellows and of evaluators. However, the responses of fellows and those of evaluation
teams correlated virtually across the board -- in ratings,of satisfaction and effectiveness, of

\CI solidarity and morale, of fellows' work load, of whether'the fellows' experience was utilized,
and of the extent of faculty involvement in the Program, responseT from these two sources
correlated significantly; only irjudgments of whether there was cooperation between different
departments were fellows' judgments and those by evaluators uncorrelated. For ape set of

_....."

hems-- estimates of fellowsl'work load -- faculty judgment were inversely related to those
from the other. two source,, probably because the question that was asrelof faculty members
evoked judgments of the level of fellows' motivation instead of objective assessments of
their work load. In short, there was consistently high agreement between, udgments
by fellows and those by evaluation teams; agreement between t se two sources and the

a faculty was largely restricted to two area: (a) satisfaction effectiveness and (b) solidarity ,.

and morale. , .

, , 4

0
lt.is interesting to speculate about the meaning of this differential pattern of

correlations. Since the three sources viewed the program from different perspectives, the
pattern of correlations probablyleflects such differences. It might be argued, first of all,
that whether a program was very effective orsrelatively ineffective, and whether its -.
fellows had very high or relatively low morale could be determined by faculty and fellows
alike from evidence that is public and common. People discuss with one another how much
they have learned and how well it was presented; there are indicators of group solidarity and
morale which,almost any adult can see and identify. On the other hind, more subjective
criteria are called into play for judging whether and how much the felloWs' prior experiencl
was utilized by the program or how deeply the faculty was involved in the program. '
Such questions arq probabl ess frequently discussed, the bases for decision about them
less commonly shaled, than the topics of effectiveness or group so'idarity. If this is true, \../
judgments on these latter topics would be more likely to reflect the biasing effect of the judge s
social position. Jo be more.Apecific, it seems likely that the faculty's institutional position
made it unlikely that they would learn.much about the fellows' pa' st experience and its
relevance to the course material, or about fellows' judgments of whether the faculty was .

. ...

involved in the program: In th absence of explicit information, the faculty was doubtless
likely to respond in a manner co istent with their desire that their own progriNn be rated ..
eff ective and "good." %

_.--

. t

" These considerations would account for the lack of correlation between responses
of fellows and faculty on issukof this second type,' but not necesiceily for the fact that
ipdgthents of evaluators paralleled ,those of the fellows instead of the faculty when the
lattersources disagreed: Perhaps their discussions with the fellows exposed evaluation teams
to information that was n vailable to the faculty; alternatively, perhaps evaluators
considered the faculty o be more personally involved than fellows in the outcomerof the
evaluation, hence mo Ii y to bebiased in their judgments.
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-Whether one of these explanations or some other one can account for the results,
of_course, requires information that is not available in the present study. - Concerning the
reliability of .judgments, we have seen that judgments made by a single source on a single
issue were quite reliable; that consistent positive correlations were found between- the three
different sources in their.judgments of effectiveness and of -morale, and that evaluattOn teams
and fellows consistently agreiti with each other, but not with the faculty, 6n other issues.

2. Correlates of satisfqction and effectiveness

Programs that ranked high on satisfaction and rated effectiveness (a) were adjudged
by faculty and by fellows to have a high degree of solidarity and morale, and by evaluation
teams to have been successfUl in achieving esprit de corps through the en bloc approach;
(b) were successful in the view of fellows and of evaluators in utilizingiFeTrevious experience'
of the fellows; and (c) were adjudged by fellows and evaluators not to have required arc-,
altogether unrealistic brnount of work.

The fact t t effectiveness and morale went together is not surprising; it reaffirms
-a long standing- ommon-sense generaliiation. It is interesting to note, however, that
effectiveness was correlated only with judgments by fellows and evaluators of whether the
fellows' backgrounds were utilized and of work load; judgments by-faculty members on the
last two issues did not correlate with the same judgments by the other two sources. This

suggests that the faculty and directors may often have been uninformed of the fellows'
attitudes crn these and other issues; indeed, spontaneous comments by evaluation teams
suggested that such was often the case. This, in turn, has implications for the conduct of
programs in institutions where the fellows thought that their work load was much too heavy,
or that they were toe, seldom able to contribute from their own knowledge and experience
to the educational program, and where the facultyand director were unaware of these attitudes.
It seems likely that inforelption about fellows' attitudes might have induced the staff of
the programs either to change some part of their educational structure and content so as
to meet the fellows' objections, or to clarify for fellows and staff alike the reasons for
retaining an existing system. These actions, in turn, would likely have made such programs
more enjoyable and effective. The obvious suggestion, then, is that some programs

. might have been much more effective if the fellows' views on sensitive issues had been more

effectively communicated to Ole faculty and the director. Clearly, the primary responsibility
for ensuring that such communication takes place'rests vyith the director and his staff, not
with the fellows.

Although fellows and evaluators did not agree as to which programs had a great
deal of cooperation among departments and which did not, by either the evaluators! or
the fellows' criterion, programs.with such cooperation were moreeffective than those withawt

it. Similarly, although faculty members and evaluators did hot agree as to which host

institutions benefitted most frornthe Program, those institutions that either group judged
to have benefitted most were rated as most effective. Two other kinds ofquestions showed
inconsistent patterns of relationships with satisfaction and effectivenwl: Ratings by each
source of the,extent of faculty involvement in the program were mi. .rated with effectiveness,
s rated by that source but not as rated by the other sources.
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Finally, (here was a Significant correlation between faculty ratings of innovativeneU.
and every measure of effeclivenesi -- institutions Whose faculties were impressed with
the innovationslhat had been introduced through the Program were considered to be relatively
effeotive by faoti'lty,ifellc4s, and evaluators alike; however, evaluator ratings of
innovativeness were only marginally correlated with effectiveness as judged by evaluators
and were uncorrelated with hid). judgments by the other two sources. We have suggested
that faculty ratings of innovativeness rnayhave r.eflectecrtheix own involvement in-the program
more than objective judgments of this phinomenon.,

We have arready enarketh that' one should-not infer causation from correlation.
Hopefully, future studies in this series will help further to clarify the factors that account for
differences among institutions. Our caveat against confusing correlation-with causation,
however, does not applx.to the relationikykbetwe'en the director's behavior and program
effectiveness. ,The experience of the evaluation teams strongly suggested artenergetic,,
persuasive director with institutional power commensurate to his responsibilities could play
a major role in assuring the effectiveness of the program Conversely, a promising program
was sometimes rendered less effective by an inept director, one with insufficient time to give.

duties, or one denied the power to institute and carry -thrlough both general policies
and the specific procedures necessary to implement those policies.

a. t

I
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